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EUROPE 

Fanning the Flames of Crisis 

by Charles Scaliger — As Europe’s rich ready themselves to flee the 
unrest that would accompany the euro’s demise, Eurocrats and big- 
bank backers are cobbling together a (short-term) fix. 


NATION 


Belligerent Americans 

by Joe Wolverton II, J.D. — The U.S. Congress has voted to allow 
the U.S. military to arrest Americans who are “belligerent” toward 
the United States and incarcerate them without trial. Worried yet? 


CONGRESS 


The Freedom Index 

Our second look at the 112th Congress shows how every 
Representative and Senator voted on key issues such as the debt 
deal, the South Korea trade deal, Libya (House only), and indefinite 
detention (Senate only). 


HISTORY — PAST AND PERSPECTIVE 

Capitalism, Socialism, & Christianity 

by Brian Farmer — Many Christians believe that “capitalism” is 
immoral. But such a belief represents a misunderstanding of both 
capitalism and Christian teachings. 
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Unfair Assertions 


I write to object to your objection to the pro- 
posed Fair Tax, a national retail sales tax, as 
stated in the book review “Cain’s Caliber” in 
your November 21 issue. 

First, you muddle the Fair Tax with Cain’s 
proposed “999” plan. The two plans couldn’t 
be further apart. The Fair Tax plan includes a 
constitutional amendment to repeal the 16th 
Amendment. If passed by Congress and 
signed by the President (in its current form), 
the law would not take effect until the new 
amendment is ratified. There could be no du- 
plication of taxes, one new system piled on 
top of the old. 

Second, you say that a $6,000 federal 
sales tax would be piled on top of the cost 
of a $20,000 car. This is true but it ignores 
the fact that a plethora of hidden taxes and 
tax compliance costs will no longer be built 
into the manufacturing and distribution costs 
(and, therefore, the retail price) of that ve- 
hicle. Competition will insure that the retail 
price of the vehicle will reflect the lower 
costs of manufacturing and distribution. The 
retail cost of the car and the tax together will 
eventually be lower than the retail cost of 
the car today. Then you gratuitously throw 
in the state and municipal taxes that will be 
collected on top of the federal sales tax. As 
the retail price of the car will be reduced, 
those taxes will be collected on a lower base. 
The overall cost of the car, taxes included, 
will be less than now. Besides, the state and 
municipal taxes have nothing to do with the 
argument for or against the Fair Tax. They 
are there regardless. 

Third, you claim that the “prebate” feature 
of the Fair Tax will result in yet another huge 
bureaucracy to administer. I challenge that 
assertion by saying that the only bureaucracy 
required will be people to register taxpayers 
for the prebate and to purge the list when 
a person dies. The only people who will be 
eligible for the prebate will be those who are 
citizens or legal aliens who have a bank ac- 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


requirements and business taxes. All private 
tax preparers. The number of tax collection 
points goes from millions to merely about 
80,000 (and most of these are already set 
up to collect sales tax). Our private business 
once again becomes our private business — 
we don’t have to think about the “tax conse- 
quences” every time we make an economic 
decision. The government loses the ability to 
track who makes what and how. 

All savings are “pre-tax.” That means that 
401(k), MSA, and all similar savings regu- 
lations simply go away. We can do with our 
savings what we want, when we want. All 
bureaucracy, public and private, that goes to 
administering these plans simply vanishes. 
Those people will have to get jobs that are 
valuable to the wealth of the nation instead 
of tax-code make-work jobs. And, of course, 
all tax dodges simply go away with no en- 
forcement mechanism required. 

I would gladly accept this non-invasive 
“immense bureaucracy” in place of the one 
we have now. 

Fourth, you claim that the tax rate would 
fluctuate automatically depending upon 
whether the budget was balanced the previ- 
ous year or not. I don’t believe this automatic 
adjustment is a feature of the proposed Fair 
Tax. The idea is that it is an easy-to-under- 
stand tax, and in order to raise the tax rate, 
the Congress will have to stand on its hind 
legs like men and vote for it in the open rath- 
er than adding hidden complication on top of 
hidden complication to “enhance revenues,” 
reward friends, and punish foes. 

Fifth, you throw in the issue of runaway 
spending. This will not be solved by what- 
ever tax system we have. 

BILL HANLEY 
Houston, Texas 


Fr. James Thornton — There have been 
many proposals to eliminate the federal in- 
come tax by replacing it with some other 
form of taxation. One can debate endlessly 
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count. Prebate payments will only be made about which in theory is best and which is 
by electronic transfer into those bank ac- the least onerous. Yet, in the hands of dis- 
counts. This can be done automatically every honest career politicians, any would be as 
month by computer program — just as with ruinous to our country as the current sys- 
Social Security today. tem. My point in my review is that what our 

What bureaucracy do we lose? Everyone country must have is a dismantling of the 
in the IRS who is not retained to register and = unconstitutional federal Leviathan and an 
purge the prebate list and to audit the few end to the notion that America should be 
remaining tax collection points. Everyone _ the policeman of the world. If that is accom- 
in private industry who is employed purely plished, the issue of taxation will automati- 
because of the complexities of payroll tax cally be resolved. 
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Clouds Over 
America Ill 


Clouds Over America III conference will be held Friday, 
January 20th & Saturday, January 21st, in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 


This conference is designed to educate and motivate citizens to restore our nation. Biblical truth and reestablishing respect for the United 
States Constitution can be accomplished through education, organization, and commitment. The conference begins Friday at 2:00 p.m. The 
afternoon session concludes at 6:00 p.m. The dinner session lasts from 6:30 p.m. until 9:00 p.m. Breakfast is available Saturday morning 
for $10.00. Saturday's session begins at 9:00 a.m. and concludes at noon. Room accommodations are available at the Character Inn 
Conference Center, 520 West Main St., Oklahoma City, OK. For reservations call 405-526-0001. To purchase tickets, make checks payable to 
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UN Climate Summ Founders Amid Scandal, Credibility Crisis 


Protesters shout during a climate-change rally outside 
the climate-change summit in Durban, South Africa. 


No members of Congress or President Obama’s Cabinet bothered 
to show up at this year’s United Nations climate summit, held in 
Durban, South Africa, from November 28 to December 9. At- 
tendance at the event, officially known as the 17th Conference 
of the Parties (COP17), meanwhile, was down about 70 percent 
from the 2009 global-warming conference in Copenhagen. The 
major corporate media, which have, in general, been key boost- 
ers of global-warming hysteria, said very little about this year’s 
UN gathering. 

But as the “science” continues to crumble, critics of UN glob- 
al-warming theories are still on the march despite essentially pro- 
claiming victory. Activist skeptics literally parachuted into Dur- 
ban with banners hailing “Climategate 2.0.” The growing scandal 
surrounding embarrassing climate e-mails leaked just before the 
summit largely overshadowed the climate talks themselves. 

“Media covering COP17 are kidding themselves if they think 
they can ignore and wish away Climategate 2.0,” said executive 
director Craig Rucker of the liberty-minded environmental group 
Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow (CFACT), which helped 


organize the skydiving operation to “wake up this conference and 
place the Climategate evidence of corrupted science where the 
world must see it.” 

U.S. Sen. James Inhofe (R-Okla.), a fierce critic of UN cli- 
mate alarmism, sent a video to be presented at the global body’s 
climate summit that all but officially pronounces the death of the 
alarmist movement. 

The climate charade has “completely collapsed” after suffer- 
ing a “scientific death of a thousand cuts,” Inhofe noted, saying 
he wished he could be in Durban to celebrate the “final nail in 
the coffin” of global-warming hysteria. And the world knows 
the jig is up. 

“The message from Washington to the UN delegates in South 
Africa this week could not be any clearer: you are being ignored,” 
Sen. Inhofe said in the video. “And you are being ignored by 
your biggest allies in the United States: President Obama and the 
Democratic leadership in the Senate.” 

Inhofe said the so-called cap-and-trade emissions regime fa- 
vored by many Democrats, Republicans, and Wall Street insiders 
would have been the biggest tax increase in U.S. history, so its 
final defeat is good news for regular people. “This victory is es- 
pecially important today, as families in America and around the 
world continue to face tough economic times,” he said. “Tossing 
out any remote possibility of a U.N. global warming treaty is one 
of the most important things we can do for the economy.” 

In 2009, Obama, Al Gore, and a collection of alarmist Dem- 
ocrat lawmakers traveled to the COP15 in Copenhagen to an- 
nounce that the U.S. government would join the UN in creating 
a global cap-and-trade scheme. Sen. Inhofe also appeared, but to 
tell the assembled governments and climate dignitaries that the 
U.S. Senate would never consent. 

“T was right and they were wrong,” Inhofe noted. “Neverthe- 
less, President Obama and his allies in the far-left environmental 
movement are working under the radar to impose global-warming 
restrictions in the United States through regulations by the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency.” 


Climategate 2.0 — More Embarrassing E-mails Doom “Consensus” 


The giant United Nations climate conference in Copenhagen, 
Denmark, two years ago was torpedoed by the release of a batch 
of e-mails that revealed many of the UN’s top Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) scientists had been engaging in 
unethical and fraudulent behavior in their attempts to gin up sci- 
entific consensus and public hysteria over global warming. The 
scandal became known as Climategate. In 2011, another massive 
new batch of embarrassing e-mails and documents from many of 
the same prominent climate “scientists” was released just a week 
before the UN’s global-warming summit in Durban, South Africa. 

The newly leaked data shows the IPCC’s supposed experts using 
conspiratorial language to discuss devious ways of advancing “the 
cause” — global-warming alarmism. The e-mails also reveal 
discussions on how they intended to marginalize skeptical fellow 


scientists, and even how to 
illegally destroy evidence 
and hide data. 

A few scientists’ e-mails 
expressed concern about the 
unethical manipulation of 
data and the skullduggery of 
the shadowy process. At least 
one expert complained that 
his protests about exaggerated 
climate data were being ignored. Another said governments should 
be used to help drum up public fears. And one exchange shows 
scientists encouraging the use of the term “climate change” instead 
of “global warming” due to “‘public relations” problems. 


UN climate 
chief Yvo de Boer 
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Americans Getting Poorer As Fed-Gov Spending Soars 


Americans are quickly getting poorer as the much-touted eco- 
nomic “recovery” remains elusive. Household wealth plummeted 
by more than four percent from July to September, according to 
a report released in December by the Federal Reserve, marking 
the steepest drop since 2008 and the second quarterly decline 
in a row. That represents an average loss of about $21,000 per 
household in just three months. 

At the end of the third quarter, household wealth plunged by 
$2.4 trillion, from a total of about $60 trillion down to slightly 
less than $57.5 trillion. The dramatic drop in net worth — the 
value of all assets minus total debts and liabilities — was led by 
still-declining housing prices and crashing stock values. 


New York 
Stock Exchange 


Despite wild money printing by the Fed in recent years, home 
values are not expected to recover anytime soon. During the third 
quarter, American real estate assets lost about $100 billion from 
the previous quarter. And banks are still sitting on an unknown 
but huge number of foreclosed properties expected to keep prices 
depressed for years to come. 

Stocks performed terribly last quarter, too, though they have 
recovered some of those losses so far. The S&P500 Index lost 
around 14 percent from July to September. And according to the 
Dow Jones U.S. Total Stock Market Index, equities shed $2.6 
trillion for the quarter. 

The Associated Press reported that 401(k) accounts managed 
by Fidelity Investments, the biggest workplace plan provider, 
dropped almost 12 percent. The value of pension-fund reserves 
also plunged close to $1 trillion for the quarter. 

Wages are suffering as well. Data from the Census Bureau 
cited by the AP show that, adjusted using the government’s mea- 
sure of inflation, household income plummeted 6.4 percent last 
year from 2007 when the recession began. 

Meanwhile, overall debt is ballooning — led, of course, by 
Washington, D.C., and Congress. According to the Fed report 
released on December 8, federal government debt grew at an 
annual rate of 14 percent during the third quarter. 

Even as many Americans rapidly lose their savings, prices 
for most essentials — food, gasoline, energy, and more — have 
largely continued to rise. Despite the Obama administration’s 
claims, the so-called “stimulus” package failed spectacularly to 
“create” real jobs or any wealth. Instead, American taxpayers 
have simply been saddled with almost $1 trillion in new, unpro- 
ductive debt. 


Is Euro Meltdown Prelude to EU Political Merger? 


A United States of Europe — minus recalcitrant Great Britain — 
is nearly upon us; thus saith Forbes magazine. “The euro, in its 
old form, has fallen into crisis and the price European countries 
have to pay is a large loss of sovereignty,” writes Clem Chambers 
in the establishment conservative magazine. Chambers continues: 
“Nationalists would consider this disastrous. In reality, there are 
not so many nationalists in Europe these days and many coun- 
tries, and their populations, consider themselves European and 
see little problem with further integration.” 

Chambers, a veteran economic news writer and now CEO of 
ADVEN, a leading European financial website, is confident that 
zeal to maintain the eurozone will overwhelm nationalist senti- 
ments. As a result of the current financial crisis, political power 
in Europe will migrate to Brussels, stripping eurozone members 
of their remaining economic sovereignty: “What is set to happen 
is that the European super state will hold the cheque book of euro 
member countries; or at least be able to snap it shut should any 
one country wish to run away with its local budget. Money is 
power and once ultimate budget power is gone, political power 
will subsequently be drawn into the federal centre.” 


Chambers is spot-on in identifying the causes of the ongoing 
crisis: “A decade of low interest rates has allowed states in the 
developed world to build up titanic debts. Europe, with its social- 
ized model, has bloated to such a degree that the world demands 
higher interest rates to support its debt levels than most of Europe 
can afford to pay.” 

Should the proposed union be brought into being in the next 
few months, Chambers sees the road to a completely integrated 
Europe as almost inevitable. The main potential obstacle will be 
international investors: “Ultimately the market will decide on the 
lead up to the spring agreement. The sovereign bond yields of 
Europe will ebb and flow and if the market flatly refuses to fund 
euro governments, whatever the politicians agree, then the Euro 
will break up and Europe will go back to the way it was in 1990s. 
If the markets will lend to Spain, Italy and Portugal at around 5% 
then a new era of the United States of Europe beckons.” 

So it all comes down to bond markets. Unfortunately for the 
One Europe crowd, the global markets are too heavily laden 
with problems already for bond investors to be in a charitable 
mood. 


Alabama Legislator Defends His State’s Illegal Immigration Law 
“What they won’t tell you is that our law’s most ballyhooed provisions 
are virtually identical to federal law.” 

Speaker Mike Hubbard of the Alabama House of Representatives re- 
ferred to “special interest groups and the Obama Justice Department” 
in his response to their criticism of his state’s law. 


Gingrich Denounced by a Legislator Who Recalled His Leadership 
“THe fits a category of leaders] that have one standard for the people 
they are leading and a different standard for themselves.” 

Senator Tom Coburn (R-Okla.) had experience with the GOP candi- 


date for President when he served in the House for four years while Been 


Gingrich was Speaker of the House. 


Sharp Comment After the Congressional Supercommittee’s Failure to Recommend Action 

“Be thankful that the supercommittee’s inability [to arrive at any decision] has yet to take down our 
bond rating further. Treasuries will undoubtedly continue to be seen as a safe haven until they’re not.” 
Former New Hampshire Senator John Sununu is hardly optimistic about the future worth of U.S. bonds. 


Typical Government Trickery Called for What It Truly Is 

“Only in Washington can you increase spending and call it a cut. This 
is the kind of fraudulent accounting that has caused Americans to lose 
faith in Washington.” 

Alabama GOP Senator Jeff Sessions insists that moving money from 
military spending to Medicare is hardly the reduction in spending 
claimed by the likes of former Speaker Nancy Pelosi. 


FHA Might Be the Next Billion Dollar Boondoggle 

“FHA is a disaster in the making and if we don’t do something it may 
become the next Fannie and Freddie.” 

At a House hearing, Representative Jeb Hensarling (R-Texas) noted 
that the Federal Housing Administration, which backs one-third of 
Jeb U.S. home loans, “would find itself in receivership” if it were a non- 
Hensarling government financial institution. 
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Gingrich’s Comments Anger Palestinians 

“T think we have an invented Palestinian people who are in fact Arabs and historically part of the Arab 
community, and they had the chance to go many places.” 

In his interview aired by the U.S.-based Jewish Channel, presidential candidate Newt Gingrich put 
himself in the middle of a controversy that has been seething for decades. 


Moscow Becomes the Site of a Huge Anti-government Protest 

“You see all these people who are well-dressed and earn a good salary, going out into the streets on 
Saturday and saying ‘no more.’ That’s when you know you need a change.” 

Real estate agent Yana Larionova was one of tens of thousands who gathered in central Moscow 
claiming “Putin is a thief” and chanting “Russia with- 

out Putin” in a type of citizen outburst that had never th 
been witnessed during the years of unchallenged Kremlin ; 
control. 


Europe Debt Crisis Deepens 

“Perhaps a few of us thought that after German unifica- 

tion, there would not be so much more to do. We were 

wrong.” 

German Chancellor Angela Merkel is not alone in worry- 

ing about the fate of the euro and the European Union. @ 
— COMPILED BY JOHN F. MCMANus 
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by Charles Scaliger 


n November 30, apocalypse was 
O averted. That, at least, is what 

politicians, bankers, European 
bureaucrats, and investors desperately 
want to believe. For on that momentous 
day, after weeks of crisis and spiral- 
ing levels of public debt brought on by 
surging interest rates on Italian, Spanish, 
Belgian, and other eurozone government 
bonds, a coterie of the world’s central 
banks, led by the Federal Reserve, an- 
nounced a halving of rates for “liquidity 
swap” arrangements — that is, the money 
charged by central banks like the Fed, the 
Bank of Canada, and the Bank of Eng- 
land for foreign banks to exchange their 
own currencies for U.S. dollars, Canadian 
dollars, pounds sterling, and the like. The 
move was intended to make it easier for 
large European banks to swap holdings of 
the imperiled euro for dollars and other, 
more stable currencies. 

The response by world markets was eu- 
phoric. American stocks soared on the day 
of the announcement and ended the week 
with one of their best runs in years. Euro- 
pean bond rates dropped a bit; Italy’s six- 
month bonds dropped below the 7 percent 
redline to around 6.5 percent (although 
longer-term Italian issues remained firmly 
above 7 percent). Spanish bond rates also 
fell, although Spain is still paying ex- 
tremely high interest rates and is talking 
about seeking a bailout of some kind to 
stay afloat. 


What the People 

Who Matter Know 

But behind the scenes, the 
People Who Matter have a 
very different view of the 
situation in Europe. The 
British government is lay- 
ing plans to come to the 
aid of tens of thousands of 
British citizens living and 
working on the European 
continent, in the event of 
the collapse of the eurozone and the 
civil unrest likely to follow. According 
to James Kirkup, writing for the Daily 
Telegraph, “Britain is now planning on 
the basis that a euro collapse is now just 
a matter of time.” A senior Minister at 
the British Treasury told Kirkup that the 
British government approved of Euro- 
pean efforts to buy more time, because 
“that gives us more time to prepare.” In- 
structions have gone out to British dip- 
lomatic personnel across the eurozone 
to prepare for large-scale social unrest 
and the possibility that British citizens 
will be denied access to bank accounts 
should the euro go down. 

Nor are Europe’s wealthiest oblivious 
to the danger. According to Daniel Mitch- 
ell, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 
writing in Forbes, wealthy people living 
in the eurozone are already making plans 
to leave in a hurry. At a high-level confer- 
ence in Europe back in 2010, Mitchell was 
astonished to learn how worried Europe’s 
wealthy are: 


Instructions have gone out to British 
diplomatic personnel across the eurozone 
to prepare for large-scale social unrest 
and the possibility that British citizens 
will be denied access to bank accounts 
should the euro go down. 


The stunning part of the conference 
was learning — as part of casual con- 
versation during breaks, meals, and 
other socializing time — how many 
rich people are planning for the even- 
tual collapse of European society. 

Not stagnation. Not gradual de- 
cline. Collapse. 

As in riots, social disarray, plun- 
dering, and chaos. A non-trivial num- 
ber of these people think the rioting 
in places such as Greece and England 
is just the tip of the iceberg, and they 
have plans — if bad things begin to 
happen — to escape to jurisdictions 


Tussle in Brussels: European Council 
President Herman van Rompuy (right) 

and Jose Manuel Barroso, President of the 
European Commission, address the media 
Friday, December 9, during a tumultuous two- 
day conference in which EU member states 
debated whether to surrender more of their 
sovereignty in order to preserve the euro and 
the European Union. 
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Bonfire of vanities: A bonfire set by Occupy Frankfurt protesters in November illuminates a 
sculpture of the failing euro in front of European Central Bank headquarters. 


ranging from Australia to Costa Rica 
(several of them remarked that they 
no longer see the U.S. as a good long- 
run refuge). 


What do the wealthy and well-connected 
in Europe know that many in American 
media and investment circles do not yet 
fully understand? 

The crisis in Europe has arisen as a con- 
sequence of the global economic crunch 
that began in 2008. The pin that pricked 
the great asset bubble that had lasted more 
than two decades was, of course, the col- 
lapse of the American real estate market. 
The first casualties of what has come to 
be known (at least for now) as the Great 
Recession were primarily American busi- 
nesses and households, from the spec- 
tacular failure of Lehmann Brothers to the 
vertiginous rise in mortgage defaults and 
unemployment. 

But the recession was not confined to 
the United States. Europe was hit hard as 
well as European holders of mortgage- 
backed securities and other American fi- 
nancial assets saw their values plunge. The 
entire country of Iceland, which had be- 
come something of a global clearing cen- 
ter for international financial transactions, 
went bankrupt, with all of its banks failing. 
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Before long, other European countries 
that had rung up massive debt during the 
global boom years began to show signs of 
strain. At first, only small economies like 
Ireland, Portugal, and Greece faltered. 
These were all allocated bailout packages 
from the EU, with the help of the IMF. 

Then the financial contagion spread to 
Europe’s economic powerhouses. First 
Spain and then Italy descended into finan- 
cial and political turmoil, with Eurocrats 
powerless to stop surging interest rates on 
sovereign debt. As recently as a year ago, 
few dared to acknowledge that the likes 
of Italy and Spain — countries too large 
to bail out — might implode. Although 
those countries had mountainous debts, 
the notion that the very existence of the 
euro could soon be threatened was pooh- 
poohed by the punditocracy. 

European insiders, however, have been 
acutely aware of the danger for some time. 
In November 2010, Herman van Rom- 
puy, President of the European Council, 
warned in a speech that the eurozone and 
European Union were in a “survival cri- 
sis.” “We all have to work together,” van 
Rompuy warned, “in order to survive with 
the euro zone, because if we don’t survive 
with the euro zone we will not survive 
with the European Union.” 


Events are vindicating the likes of 
van Rompuy. In the year since his warn- 
ing, Portugal has become a ward of the 
European Union with a massive bailout, 
and Greece has been forced to beg for 
additional bailout monies. Governments 
have fallen and been replaced in Portugal, 
Spain, Greece, and Italy, while the finan- 
cial news gets worse and worse. Italy is 
now paying over 7 percent interest on 
most of its debt issues, more than double 
the amount it had to pay only a few months 
ago and more than triple what it was pay- 
ing only last March. Spanish and Belgian 
yields have also risen sharply, with Spain 
approaching the 7 percent redline itself. 

With Italy at the tipping point, the bail- 
out option has been exhausted. All the talk 
now, led by France and Germany, is of “fis- 
cal union.” What European Powers That Be 
now contemplate is strengthening the legal 
powers of the EU over eurozone members, 
in effect compelling them to submit their 
fiscal activities — budgeting and taxation, 
for example — to international authority. 


The Plan 

At the time of this writing, European lead- 
ers have just concluded a two-day summit 
to attempt, yet again, to chart a course out 
of the mess. In the days leading up to the 
Brussels summit, the choice offered by 
the opinion cartel to the EU, and to the 17 
nations in the eurozone in particular, was 
a stark one: Surrender what remains of 
your monetary and fiscal independence to 
eurocrats in Brussels, or face the breakup 
of the eurozone (and, perhaps, the entire 
European Union), the end of the euro, and 
financial Armageddon. Needless to say, 
the Powers That Be, both in Europe and 
abroad, favor the former option. After all, 
who cares about the right of economic 
self-determination of a few Italians or 
Spaniards when the global banking sys- 
tem is at stake? As CNN anchor Richard 
Quest, retailing the point of view of the 
global financial establishment, put it: 


The core issue is how far the mem- 
bers of the eurozone are prepared 
now to move towards fiscal and eco- 
nomic union? How much budget- 
ary sovereignty will they hand over 
to Brussels? Will they accept fines, 
sanctions, oversight and authority 
from the eurocrats? 
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For German Chancellor Angela 
Merkel and French President Nico- 
las Sarkozy this is crunch time. They 
want this done by treaty change so 
that countries have to make a deci- 
sion.... Whatever happens needs to 
be clear beyond doubt. Europe has 
fudged and blustered for too long.... 
In Europe there is always a fudge to 
be made, a deal to be done, a can to 
be kicked, some smoke to be blown. 
That would be a terrible mistake this 
time. To their credit, Merkel and Sar- 
kozy have been clear — back the plan 
or face catastrophe. It is a simple as 
that. 

The unfortunate point, often over- 
looked, is that the eurozone countries 
really have little choice. The euro 
doesn’t work as currently constituted 
(it never has). They either change it 
or the project will collapse. 


In other words, the time has arrived for 
the eurozone to openly embrace the full 
integration planned for its member states 
for so long — or face epochal economic 
collapse and possibly worse. 

A third alternative has been left conve- 
niently out of the debate, namely, that the 
nations of the eurozone voluntarily dis- 
solve their ill-conceived financial union, 
phase back in their respective currencies 
— and make massive cuts in the size and 
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cost of their public sectors to 
pay down their debts and en- 
courage new capital formation. 
Italy’s debt, for example, sits 
at a little over 100 percent of 
that country’s GDP — or pro- 
portionally about the same as 
that of the United States both 
now and at the close of World 
War II. In the latter instance, 
the United States scaled back 
the size and cost of the federal 
government soon after the war 
was over, allowing for several decades 
of spectacular economic growth. A simi- 
lar transformation took place in postwar 
West Germany under the leadership of 
Konrad Adenauer. It is therefore math- 
ematically possible for Italy and most 
other European countries to get their fi- 
nances under control. 

But true to form, EU nations voted in the 
Brussels conference to effectively surren- 
der what remains of their economic sov- 
ereignty to the European Union, with the 
EU to be empowered to impose fines and 
sanctions for failure to keep budget defi- 
cits essentially at zero and other transgres- 
sions. The European Stability Mechanism 
(ESM), a large permanent bailout fund 
planned to come into force in 2013, was 
moved up to July 2012, with total fund- 
ing of 500 billion euros. EU countries will 
provide up to 200 billion euros in loans to 
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The October deal also forced banks 
holding Greek debt to accept 50-percent 
write-downs on money owed; Greece, 
in other words, defaulted on half of 

her debt in October, after months of 
assurances that such an outcome would 
not be permitted. 


the IMF, with eurozone countries provid- 
ing 150 billion euros of the total sum. 

The agreement, which is still mere 
rhetoric, will need to be formalized in a 
treaty that will take months to negotiate, 
but investors and Eurocrats are optimistic 
that this time, they’l get it right. 

Only Great Britain refused to go along 
with the plan, citing concerns over loss 
of fiscal sovereignty. “What is on offer 
isn’t in Britain’s interests,” British Prime 
Minister David Cameron said tartly. Great 
Britain is not striking a blow on behalf of 
British liberty and independence, how- 
ever; the British government is concerned 
that the new protocol would interfere with 
its own homegrown regime of economic 
and financial controls, and British leaders 
show no interest in actually withdrawing 
from the European Union altogether. 


Critics Give Proper Critiques 

But critics of the deal are already voicing 
skepticism over the latest European gam- 
bit. The European Central Bank (ECB), 
while similar in many regards to the Fed- 
eral Reserve, the Bank of England, the 
Bank of Canada, and other central banks, 
is only authorized by its charter to use its 
fiduciary powers to bail out banks; it may 
not issue credit to bail out governments. 
Nor is that likely to change anytime soon, 
if the Germans have any say in the matter. 
Germany’s disastrous hyperinflation dur- 
ing the Weimar period prior to the rise of 
Hitler is not an experience Germans are 


Still sovereign: The British Treasury, thanks to 
British Prime Minister David Cameron’s bold 
decision not to go along with the rest of the EU 
in the drive for fiscal unity, will remain free of 
European bureaucratic controls, accountable 
only to Britons — as every free nation’s fiscal 
policymaking should be. 


13 


STORY EUROPE 


What European Powers That Be now 


contemplate is strengthening the 


legal powers of the EU over eurozone 
members, in effect compelling them 


to submit their fiscal activities — 


budgeting and taxation, for example 


— to international authority. 


interested in repeating, regardless of the 
alleged needs of the rest of the eurozone. 

But without such powers, the ECB’s 
ability to intervene in economic down- 
turns is limited, or at least so say the crit- 
ics. As London economist Graeme Leach 
told CNNMoney, “Unless the ECB begins 
to operate as a sovereign lender of last re- 
sort function, with massive purchases of 
eurozone public debt, the inexorable logic 
is that the eurozone will break up.” 

But the fundamental problems with the 
eurozone are not structural but systemic. 
They are the same flaws responsible for 
the global inflationary cycle that created 
the entire global financial meltdown in 
2008. The seeds for what is happening 
now in Europe were sown not so much 
at Maastricht and Brussels but decades 
earlier, when the world abandoned the 
discipline of a gold standard and adopted 
a central bank-based system of fiat cur- 
rency (currency not backed by a precious 
commodity). Structural flaws in the eu- 
rozone have made that area susceptible 
to collapse sooner than the United States 
and elsewhere, but attempts to further con- 
solidate financial power in Europe will 
merely postpone (and not by very much) 
the evil day. A unified fiscal policy — if 
it even becomes reality over the next few 
months — will simply turn the eurozone 
into a more efficient engine of debt and 
inflation comparable to the United States’ 
Federal Reserve System. 

Besides, tinkering with the structure of 
the eurozone has done and will do noth- 
ing to address the problem of massive, 
unsustainable sovereign debts. Greece, the 
most severely indebted of the lot, brokered 
a deal in October for another bailout that 
would — in theory — enable Greece to 
pay down her sovereign debt to 120 per- 
cent of the GDP by 2020. Yet Greece has 
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been in default for much of her 
modern history, a perennial post- 
er child for credit-unworthiness 
whose profligacy makes Argenti- 
na look like a model of fiscal dis- 
cipline. And the October deal also 
forced banks holding Greek debt 
to accept 50-percent write-downs 
on money owed; Greece, in other 
words, defaulted on half of her 
debt in October, after months of 
assurances that such an outcome 
would not be permitted. 
Italy’s debt has surpassed 100 percent 
of her GDP and is rising fast, thanks to 
sky-high interest rates insisted upon by 
buyers of Italian bonds over the last few 
weeks. Most Italian bonds are now pay- 
ing yields of over 7 percent, a level that 
forced Ireland, Portugal, and Greece to 
seek bailouts. 

But beyond the boundaries of Club 
Med, the rest of the eurozone is heavily 
in debt as well. Consider for perspective 
that when Canada’s debt-to-GDP ratio 
reached 70 percent in the early ’90s, the 
Jean Chretien government moved into 
crisis mode, making massive cuts in gov- 
ernment spending to bring under control 


what was then universally regarded as a 
catastrophically high debt level. Yet the 
ratio of debt to GDP in both Germany and 
France — two of the eurozone’s “model 
economies” in this brave new world of 
debt without limit — is well over 80 per- 
cent. In the Netherlands, another supposed 
model of fiscal discipline, the ratio is well 
over 60 percent, or approaching the level 
that panicked Canadian leadership a gen- 
eration ago. Austria, too, carries a heavy 
load, with debt-to-GDP at 72 percent. And 
“poor little Belgium” is positively swim- 
ming in red ink, with a debt-to-GDP ratio 
north of 96 percent at last reckoning. 
None of this will be resolved by 
strengthening the European Union’s al- 
ready massive bureaucracy or turning the 
ECB into a European version of the Fed- 
eral Reserve. The United States’ debt-to- 
GDP ratio surpassed 100 percent last sum- 
mer, and continues to mount skyward. On 
the other side of the world, Japan — once 
touted as the world’s model economy — 
is now the most indebted country on the 
planet by a very wide margin, with a debt- 
to-GDP ratio well in excess of 200 percent, 
and rising fast. No amount of “quantitative 
easing” on the part of the Federal Reserve 


' AP Images 
British Prime Minister David Cameron, at the Brussels summit, spoke of the plan for EU nations 


to surrender their fiscal authority to an international body. Cameron explained that “what is on 
offer isn’t in Britain’s interests so | didn’t agree to it.” 
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or the Bank of Japan has made a dent in 
those countries’ respective debt crises, 
and the day is fast approaching when the 
United States and Japan will begin to feel 
the same pinch of high interest rates now 
endured by the eurozone. 

The problem is simple enough: Europe 
(and the United States and Japan) have 
far too much government. The eurozone 
is drowning in red ink because its leader- 
ship insists upon continuing to fund gar- 
gantuan government programs that they 
cannot afford. The solution, too, is simple 
on paper: Trim government down to size 
and free up the economy. 


Political Realities 

But the political realities of the early 21st 
century are far different from what they 
were at the end of the Second World War, 
when countries like the United States and 
Germany managed to reduce government 
spending on an epochal scale. Back then, 
the world was so horrified by the extremes 
of socialism manifest in Nazi Germany 
and the Soviet Union that it was not po- 
litically difficult for the U.S. Congress 
to roll back government by 50 percent or 
more. In ravaged Germany, Konrad Ad- 
enauer’s message of limited government 
and laissez-faire capitalism was received 
sympathetically, allowing German politi- 
cians to blaze a similar path. 

Today, however, Europe has not been 
ruined by continent-wide war, and both it 
and the United States have become accus- 
tomed to bearing the yoke of Big Govern- 
ment. “Soft” socialism, with its lavish pen- 
sions, subsidized healthcare, “free” public 
schooling, price and wage controls, and 
micromanagement of the entire private 
sector, has become the norm. Europeans 
decry the improvidence of their political 
leadership, but by no means are willing 
to give up their pensions, subsidies, and 
safety nets. 

What, then, is likely to be the outcome 
of the European crisis, which is being 
characterized as the greatest to afflict Eu- 
rope since the Second World War? The 
most likely scenario is the breakup of the 
eurozone followed by additional defaults, 
including probably a second Greek de- 
fault. For those countries, an outcome sim- 
ilar to what Argentina endured a decade 
ago following her own default is probably 
unavoidable: social unrest, confiscation by 
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Is Japan next? With national debts totaling well over 200 percent of her GDP, Japan is the world’s 
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most indebted nation in proportion to the size of her economy. With an economy stagnant for two 
decades, Japan may be the source of the next international financial crisis. 


government of bank savings, and political 
instability will be the order of the day in 
Athens, Rome, Lisbon, and perhaps else- 
where. 

Those countries able to weather the 
storm — Germany, for example — would 
be forced to follow the example of Cana- 
da in the 1990s by making hard choices 
and drastically cutting back government 
spending. The tumult on the continent 
would likely last for several years, but — 
as it did after World War II and every other 
European upheaval in recent times — the 
dust would eventually settle on a revital- 
ized Europe. 

Overseas, the collapse of the eurozone 
would be a financial hardship, but perhaps 
not as much as the pundits and politicians 
portray. They, after all, have a vested inter- 
est in exaggerating the dangers, since the 
European Union is the proudest achieve- 
ment of the internationalist insiders since 
the creation of the United Nations. But 
the outside world is already taking steps 
to prepare for the eu- 
ro’s demise as capital 
flees the eurozone 
and governments 
take steps to protect 
their own fiscal hous- 
es as best they can. 

The most signifi- 


cant outcome for the Fanning the 
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United States of a eurozone meltdown will 
come after the European crisis has peaked. 
Once the bad debt in Europe is cleared 
from the books, investors’ attention will 
turn to the unsustainable debts borne by 
the United States (and Japan), and begin 
charging higher premiums for the U.S. 
government to borrow money. At the mo- 
ment, the United States is being allowed 
to continue its wild spending, as foreign 
investors conclude that the U.S. dollar, 
while far from safe, is at least safer than 
the euro. Once that perception changes, 
there is little to prevent yields on U.S. debt 
from rising to unsustainable levels. 

The European crisis has given Ameri- 
cans a candid look at their own future, un- 
less American political leaders are able to 
do what Europeans will not, namely, vol- 
untarily and massively reduce government 
spending before market forces impose 
involuntary austerities. Making the hard 
choices before we have no choice is by far 
the wiser course. Just ask any Athenian. Hi 
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The U.S. Congress has voted to allow the U.S. military to 
arrest Americans who are “belligerent” toward the United 
States and incarcerate them without trial. Worried yet? 


by Joe Wolverton Il, J.D. 


ames Madison warned, “The means 
J of defense against foreign danger 

historically have become instru- 
ments of tyranny at home.” Even the in- 
sightful Father of the Constitution could 
not have foreseen the sharpness of those 
instruments that were recently forged by 
the Congress of the United States. 

On December 1, 2011, Senator Rand 
Paul of Kentucky boldly tried to prevent 
the Senate of the United States from be- 
coming an oligarchy more oppressive than 
anything our Founding Fathers could have 
imagined when they rebelled against the 
tyranny of George III. 

Blocking a voice vote, Senator Paul 
forced the members of the Senate to de- 
clare their allegiance to the liberties en- 
shrined in our Constitution by calling for 
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a roll call vote on Amendment 1274 to the 
National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal 2012 (S. 1867). 

There is little doubt that had a voice vote 
been taken on this grossly unconstitutional 
amendment (offered, it must be added, by 
Republican Senator Jeff Sessions of Ala- 
bama), it would have passed easily. Sena- 
tor Paul was determined to steadfastly 
stand in defense of the document that he 
and his 99 colleagues solemnly swore to 
protect. 


Senator’s Sadist Sentences 
Senator Sessions’ proposed amendment 
(No. 1274) would have added expansive 
language to a defense spending bill al- 
ready bloated with provisions perma- 
nently alienating Americans of their most 
basic and treasured civil liberties. 
Senator Sessions proposed amendment 


The President is empowered by the NDAA 

to send armed military units to apprehend 
suspected “belligerents” and indefinitely detain 
them in secure facilities without a trial until 
such time as the federal government decides 
that the “hostilities” have ended. 


read: “Notwithstanding disposition under 
paragraph (2) or (3), further detention 
under the law of war until the end of hos- 
tilities authorized by the Authorization for 
Use of Military Force.” Thus, detention of 
“covered persons” would be open-ended, 
terminating only when the president de- 
clares that the “War on Terror” is won. 

Even a cursory reading of the full text 
of the measure to be amended reveals a 
frightening grant to the executive branch of 
the absolute power to arrest and detain cit- 
izens of the United States without inform- 
ing them of any criminal charges, without 
a trial on the merits of those charges, and 
without the due process guaranteed by the 
Constitution of the United States. 

Section 1031 (renumbered Section 
1021 in the final version of the bill) is the 
portion of the National Defense Authori- 
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zation Act for 2012 (NDAA) that would 
have been amended by Senator Sessions. 
This particular provision grants to the 
armed forces of the United States the au- 
thority to detain “covered persons” under 
the “law of war.” Friends of freedom have 
much to fear in the vagaries of this legisla- 
tive language. 

First, upon reading the definition of a 
so-called “covered person” one discovers 
that every citizen of the United States of 
America could one day find themselves 
branded a “belligerent” and thus subject 
to complete confiscation of their constitu- 
tional civil liberties. 

Per the applicable paragraphs of Section 
1031, a “covered person” (that is to say, a 
person who can be detained by the military 
without trial or due process) is defined as 
follows: 


A covered person under this section 
is any person as follows: 

A person who planned, authorized, 
committed, or aided the terrorist at- 
tacks that occurred on September 11, 
2001, or harbored those responsible 
for those attacks. 

A person who was a part of or 
substantially supported al-Qaeda, 
the Taliban, or associated forces that 
are engaged in hostilities against the 
United States or its coalition partners, 
including any person who has com- 
mitted a belligerent act or has directly 
supported such hostilities in aid of 
such enemy forces. 


The nose of the camel protruding into the 
tent of freedom is the phrase “belligerent 
act.” Given the tendency of the federal 
government to take a mile of liberty when 
given an inch of authority, is it too far- 
fetched to imagine a scenario in the near 
future where one who writes a blog criti- 
cizing the foreign policy of the President 
is branded a “belligerent” and captured by 
the military and imprisoned indefinitely? 

In fairness, the bill does provide a time 
period on the possible detention period 
to be endured by a “covered person.” In 


On December 1, Senator Rand Paul (R-Ky.) 
forced a roll-call vote on an amendment to the 
NDAA legalizing the indefinite detainment of 
those suspected of committing “belligerent 
acts” against the homeland. 
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Paragraph (c), Subparagraph (1) of Section 
1031, the parameters for the lawful disposi- 
tion of a detainee are provided: “Detention 
under the law of war without trial until the 
end of the hostilities authorized by the Au- 
thorization for Use of Military Force.” 

Until the end of the hostilities. That is 
to be the ceiling on the time to be served 
by a suspected belligerent during which he 
is to go “without trial.” The Congress is 
explicitly setting at naught the protections 
against such despotism provided by the 
Constitution. 


Laying Off the Laws of War 

Of course, the first question to be asked is 
why the “law of war” applies to the vari- 
ous foreign conflicts in which the United 
States is currently engaged. No declaration 
of war has been passed by the Congress, 
and it is that body alone that is given the 
power to do so. 

Granted, the provision at issue does 
provide a convenient end run around that 
pesky clause of Article I. The words used 
to define the “war” are “hostilities au- 
thorized by the Authorization for Use of 
Military Force.” That act of Congress was 
signed into law by President George W. 
Bush on October 16, 2002, ostensibly in 
response to the terrorist attacks of Septem- 
ber 11, 2001. 

All in all, when one reads the NDAA 


in conjunction with the Authorization for 
Use of Military Force, he comes to under- 
stand that a majority of the representatives 
of the people of the United States have 
violated their sacred oaths to preserve, 
protect, and defend the Constitution of the 
United States. They have abrogated their 
constitutional authority to declare war and 
have ceded it to the executive branch. They 
have given to the President the power to 
carry on protracted “hostilities” and to de- 
termine when anyone, including a citizen 
of the United States, is acting belligerent- 
ly. Upon making such a designation, the 
President is empowered by the NDAA to 
send the military to apprehend that person 
and detain him indefinitely without a trial 
until such time as the federal government 
decides that the “hostilities” have ended. 

What is the difference between the state 
of our Republic under the proposed Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act and that 
of Stalinist Russia? In both countries, a 
dictator could send armed troops to the 
door of a citizen at any hour and ship him 
off to prison without providing him a rea- 
son or recourse. 

Often, when one body of the Congress 
acts in a manner contrary to the Constitu- 
tion and to the freedom of the people, the 
other house may be relied upon to check 
its counterpart and to thwart the unconstitu- 
tional legislation. In the case of the NDAA, 
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however, the House of Representatives was 
the first to sign off on the bill, including 
provisions at least as noxious to liberty as 
the companion provision passed by the 
Senate. 

The House of Representatives is cur- 
rently under the control of the Republi- 
can majority. This caucus brands itself 
the party of the Constitution, yet when the 
time came to stand in defense of that doc- 
ument, the members of that party could 
muster barely a whimper as it passed the 
NDAA by a vote of 322 to 96. 

One member of the House who re- 
fused to participate in the evisceration 
of the Constitution in the name of “se- 
curity” was Congressman Justin Amash, 
a Republican from the state of Michigan. 
Speaking against passage of the bill in 
the House, Amash warned that the act 
would “permit the federal government to 
indefinitely detain American citizens on 
American soil, without charge or trial, at 
the discretion of the President.” The bill, 
he continued, “does not preclude U.S. 
citizens from being detained indefinitely, 
without charge or trial, it simply makes 
such detention discretionary.” There is no 
better summary of the chilling effect this 
law would have than that provided by the 
honorable Mr. Amash. 


President Promises Veto 

Despite the bipartisan and bicameral sup- 
port for the defense budget bill, Presi- 
dent Obama originally vowed to veto 
the measure over his disagreement with 
the delegation of power over the cases of 
detainees. 

He has since withdrawn his objection 
and has signaled his intent to sign the bill 
into law. 

The crux of the White House’s opposi- 
tion to the NDAA was President Obama’s 
desire that the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation (FBI) should have plenary power 
over the disposition of issues related to the 
custody and prosecution of all terror sus- 
pects detained domestically. 

The Obama administration insisted that 
cutting out the FBI would reduce the over- 
all effectiveness of investigations, as well 
as hamstring the efforts of intelligence of- 
ficers from gathering reliable intelligence 
from those believed to be fighting against 
the United States in Afghanistan or Iraq. 

Specifically, the White House promised 
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Republican Senators Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) and John McCain (R-Ariz.) are ardent supporters 
of the NDAA. Statements from both men indicate that they believe a decrease in liberty is a fair 


price to pay for safety. 


to veto the legislation if it “challenges or 
constrains the President’s critical authori- 
ties to collect intelligence, incapacitate 
dangerous terrorists, [or] protect the na- 
tion.” 

Nowhere, it must be noted, does Article 
II of the Constitution (the article establish- 
ing the powers of the executive branch) 
empower the President to perform any 
of the activities described by the White 
House as “critical authorities.” These 
“authorities” have been grabbed by past 
Presidents and granted by past Congress- 
es, not by the Constitution all have sworn 
solemnly to protect. 

Unfortunately, then, the President’s 
change of heart reveals that his prior op- 
position to the bill was not based on a noble 
desire to preserve the Consti- 
tution and civil liberties, but 
on a unsatisfiable appetite for 
the unbounded enlargement 
of the power of the executive 
branch to unilaterally control 
a detainee before and after his 
apprehension by the military. 

Along with the effort of 
Senator Paul to restrain his 
brethren of the upper house 


of Congress, there were others who joined 
the fight against an all-powerful executive 
and the indefinite detention of American 
citizens suspected of threatening the secu- 
rity of the nation. One of these was Senator 
Mark Udall (D-Colo.). 

Senator Udall sought to amend the 
NDAA’s provisions governing the han- 
dling of suspected terrorists. He encour- 
aged advocates of the bill to listen to 
members of the intelligence community 
regarding the treatment of those suspected 
of belligerent activity. Specifically, Udall 
proposed that the President’s power be 
limited by a requirement that he consult 
“with appropriate officials in the Execu- 
tive Office of the President, the Director 
of National Intelligence, the Secretary of 


The President is empowered by the NDAA 
to send the military to apprehend that 
person and detain him indefinitely without 


a trial until such time as the federal 
government decides that the “hostilities” 
have ended. 
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There is a historical precedent for such 
a law. In 1933, the German Reichstag 
passed the Enabling Act. Through the 


enactment of this law, Adolf Hitler 
was given the expansive powers that 
effectively established his dictatorship. 


State, the Secretary of Homeland Security, 
and the Attorney General” before ordering 
the armed forces to apprehend and detain 
a “covered person.” 

Udall argued that passage of the bill 
without his amendment would constitute 
a de facto legislative repeal of the Posse 
Comitatus Act of 1878, the law forbidding 
the use of the military in law enforcement. 

Speaking against Udall’s interpretation 
of the NDAA, South Carolina Republican 
Lindsey Graham declared, “I don’t believe 
fighting al Qaeda is a law enforcement 
function. I believe our military should be 
deeply involved in fighting these guys at 
home and abroad.” 

Apparently, Senator Graham believes 
that the acts of arresting and imprisoning an 


20 


American citizen on no more 
persuasive authority than the 
will of the President does 
not represent a “law enforce- 
ment function.” What, one 
wonders, would the Senator 
consider the function of law 
enforcement if not arresting 
and detaining suspects? 

Sadly, but predictably, the 
amendment offered by Sena- 
tor Udall was defeated by a 
vote of 38 to 60. 

After the shameful defeat of the Udall 
Amendment and a more powerful one 
authored by Senator Paul, Paul threw his 
support behind a compromise amendment 
presented by Senator Dianne Feinstein. 

Senator Feinstein (D-Calif.) joined with 
other opponents in the Senate of the de- 
tainee provisions of the NDAA and struck 
a last-minute deal with the leaders of the 
Armed Services Committee that added a 
paragraph to the bill preventing any pro- 
vision thereof from affecting existing law 
“relating to the detention of United States 
citizens, lawful resident aliens of the Unit- 
ed States or any other persons who are 
captured or arrested in the United States.” 


In 1933, the German Reichstag 
passed the Enabling Act, granting 
to Adolf Hitler the expansive powers 
that helped create his ruthless 
dictatorship. The NDAA gives 
similar powers to the President 

and for much the same reason: the 
protection of the people. 


Scoffing at the Supreme Court 

The amendment passed and is now enu- 
merated as Paragraph (e) of Section 1031 
(renumbered 1021) of the NDAA. The 
pragmatic effect of this amendment is to 
place on the Supreme Court the onus of 
defining the limits on the power of the 
President to detain “covered persons.” 
Such a ruling has never been handed down 
by the high court, and it is chimerical to 
expect one branch of the federal govern- 
ment to reduce the powers of another. As 
has been proven innumerable times over 
the 200-plus year history of our Republic, 
the Supreme Court is a flimsy barrier in- 
deed between tyranny and the sacred liber- 
ties protected by the Constitution. 

With regard to the view of the future 
of the law in the hands of the Supreme 
Court, one ardent and powerful supporter 
of the extraordinary grant of power to the 
President made this comment, ““We think 
that the law is clear ... that there is no bar 
to this nation holding one of its own citi- 
zens as an enemy combatant, and we make 
clear whatever the law is, it is unaffected 
by this language in our bill.” 

Those words, spoken by Senator Carl 
Levin (D-Mich.), Chairman of the tiber- 
powerful Armed Services Committee 
demonstrates a hubris fed by a logical be- 
lief that the Supreme Court will acquiesce, 
as well, and affirm the power of the Presi- 
dent to order the detention of American 
citizens without trial or the application of 
the due process of law. 

Despite Senator Levin’s confidence in 
the Supreme Court’s cooperation in the 
demolition of the wall separating the pow- 
ers of the legislative and executive branch 
and the grant of unchecked power to the 
President, the dissent in a recent ruling 
may be the small flame of hope that could 
be fanned into a fire by the air of liberty. 

In the case of Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, Jus- 
tice Antonin Scalia expressed his opinion 
that the detention of Americans without 
access to trial or an attorney is contrary to 
the timeless principles of freedom upon 
which this Republic was founded. 

Justice Scalia wrote, “Where the gov- 
ernment accuses a citizen of waging war 
against it, our constitutional tradition has 
been to prosecute him in federal court for 
treason or some other crime.” 

He rightly concluded, “The very core of 
liberty secured by our Anglo-Saxon sys- 
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tem of separated powers has been freedom 
from indefinite imprisonment at the will 
of the executive.” 

Additionally, Justice Scalia is correct in 
his view of the jurisdiction of the federal 
courts over acts of terrorism. There is prece- 
dence for such proceedings in several cases. 
For example, many of the men accused of 
conspiring to bomb the USS Cole and USS 
The Sullivans have already been indicted in 
federal court. These courts are able and au- 
thorized to adjudicate in all kinds of crimes 
— war crimes and others — and have years 
of experience in doing so without the need 
to make up the law as they go. 

Finally, there is the bill’s implicit sus- 
pension of the privilege of a writ of habeas 
corpus as guaranteed by Article I, Section 
9 of the Constitution. 

There is no question that giving the 
President plenary power to order the mili- 
tary to arrest and detain a suspected bel- 
ligerent without affording that person ac- 
cess to the due process of law, including 
the right to know the charges being made 
against him, is an unlawful abridgment of 
the right of a habeas corpus appeal. 

Habeas corpus is Latin for ““you may 
have the body.” It typically takes the form 
of a writ or order through which a pris- 
oner is released from unlawful detention. 
Habeas corpus has formed a fundamen- 
tal part of Anglo-American jurisprudence 
since the early 14th century. (Some argue 
that the foundations of the writ are found 
in the Magna Carta, written in 1215.) 

Alexander Hamilton, writing as Publius 
in The Federalist, No. 84, declares that 
the “establishment of the writ of habeas 
corpus” is one of the “greater securities to 
liberty and republicanism” found in our 
Constitution and that the “arbitrary im- 
prisonments [have] been the favorite and 
formidable instruments of tyranny.” 

Step by step, the instruments of tyranny 
are being forged by the oligarchy currently 
ruling on Capitol Hill. In fact, during the 
decade since September 11, 2001, there 
have been greater threats to the lasting 
safety and freedom of the United States 
of America done by members of our own 
Congress and executive branch than by 
any foreign foe. 

Regarding the NDAA, the two versions 
of the bill originally passed by the House 
and Senate were combined into one con- 
ference report (final version) that was sub- 
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The NDAA abolishes the fundamental right of habeas corpus. Habeas corpus has been a part 
of Anglo-American civil liberties for over 600 years and its suspension under this new law is a 


“formidable instrument of tyranny.” 


sequently approved by both chambers. As 
this is being written (Dec. 19), the bill may 
be signed into law by the President at any 
time. Now, the only remedy is repeal. 

Obviously, the American people need 
to ratchet up the pressure on their U.S. 
Representative and Senators, proclaiming 
their firm opposition to this historic (and 
unconstitutional) grant of unlimited power 
to the President to employ the military 
of the United States as his own personal 
police force. A force, mind you, that he 
would be authorized to order to arrest and 
indefinitely detain American citizens on 
no more than a suspicion of having threat- 
ened the safety of the “homeland.” 

Sadly, Americans of this generation have 
likely forgotten that there is a historical 
precedent for such a law. In 1933, the Ger- 
man Reichstag passed the Enabling Act. 
Through the enactment of this law, Adolf 


Hitler was given the expansive powers that 
effectively established his dictatorship. And 
as is the case with the National Defense 
Authorization Act, various provisions of 
the Enabling Act authorized Hitler to act 
without the interference of the Reichstag. 
There is something to be learned from 
the formal name of the Enabling Act. It 
was “Gesetz zur Behebung der Not von 
Volk und Reich,” which translated means 
“Law to Remedy the Distress of the Peo- 
ple and Reich.” The American Congress, 
by passing the National Defense Authori- 
zation Act, will grant similar powers to the 
President as those granted by the German 
Reichstag to Adolf Hitler and for much the 
same reason: the protection of the people. 
The people of the United States will not 
be protected by the NDAA; they will only 
be protected by consistent and courageous 
adherence to the Constitution. 
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112TH CONGRESS, VOTES 175 


N any PTO rl J 
A Congressional Scorecard Based 


Our second look at the 112th Congress 
shows how every Representative and Sen- 
ator voted on key issues such as the debt 
deal, the South Korea trade deal, Libya 
(House only), and indefinite detention 
(Senate only). 


House Vote Descriptions 


1 Incandescent Light Bulbs. Incan- 

descent light bulbs ranging from 40 
to 100 watts will be phased out during 2012- 
2014 in accordance with the Energy Inde- 
pendence and Security Act of 2007 (Public 
Law 110-140). The first size to be phased 
out in 2012 will be the 100-watt incandes- 
cent light bulb. The energy efficiency stan- 
dards in PL 110-140 that will effectively 
ban the ubiquitous incandescent light bulb 


Ah, | (’ | of;t ity 
on the U.S. Constitution 


will leave the environmentally questionable 
(due to mercury content) compact fluores- 
cent light bulbs as the only economical light 
bulb in the marketplace. However, this ban 
on incandescent light bulbs led to the in- 
troduction of H.R. 2417, a bill that would 
repeal the relevant sections of PL 110-140 
so that the familiar incandescent light bulbs 
would continue to be available for purchase 
in the United States. 


1 Libya. During consideration of the 

Defense appropriations bill, Rep. 
Dennis Kucinich (D-Ohio) introduced an 
amendment to prohibit the use of funds 
in the bill to carry out military actions 
against Libya unless Congress declares 
war against Libya. 

The House rejected the Kucinich 
amendment on July 8, 2011 by a vote of 
169 to 251 (Roll Call 530). We have as- 
signed pluses to the yeas because under 
Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution 
only Congress has the power “to declare 


war.” 1a “4 
The Founding Fathers assigned this S) a 
power to Congress because they did not 


want a single man deciding when to go 
to war. Yet President Obama usurped 
this congressional war-making authority 
by initiating offensive military actions 
against Libya without even asking advice 
from Congress, much less requesting the 
required declaration of war. 
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Not seeing the light: Despite the fact that no country has ever become more competitive and 
prosperous by reducing its energy consumption and that only government regulations prevent an 
almost unending supply of energy, Congress is mandating a ban of incandescent light bulbs. 


ABOUT THIS INDEX 


15 he Freedom Index: A Congressional Scorecard Based on 
the U.S. Constitution” rates Congressmen based on their 
adherence to constitutional principles of limited government, 
fiscal responsibility, national sovereignty, and a traditional for- 
eign policy of avoiding foreign entanglements. To learn how any 
Representative or Senator voted on the key measures described 
herein, look him or her up in the vote charts. 
The scores are derived by dividing a Congressman’s consti- 
tutional votes (pluses) by the total number he cast (pluses and 
minuses) and multiplying by 100. 


The average House score for this index (votes 11-20), our sec- 
ond for the current Congress, is 48 percent. The average Senate 
score is 40 percent. Six Representatives and no Senators earned 
100 percent. 

We encourage readers to examine how their own Congressmen 
voted on each of the 10 key measures, as well as overall. We also 
encourage readers to commend legislators for their constitutional 
votes and to urge improvement where needed. To contact your 
own Representative and Senators about key issues, go to JBS.org, 
click on “Act Now,” then click on “Fed. Legis. Action Alerts.” 
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House Vote Scores 
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12 Speier (D) ily ie 2? + - - - 17% | AL Carney (D) Oe sees ae ee eee 
13 Stark (D ) 40% + - + - - a 30% | FLORIDA 
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17 Farr (D ) 20% - - + - | - + = = = 20% 4 Crenshaw (R ) 60% - + - + + + - + - + 65% 
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19 Denham (R ) 70% + + - + + + - + - + 75% 6 Stearns (R ) 90% + + + + + + - + + + 90% 
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21 Nunes (R) 70% - + + + + + - + - + 75% 8 Webster (R ) (Gh ch & = & § ee eo 
22 McCarthy, K. (R ) 60% - + - + + t+ - + - + 70% 9 Bilirakis (R ) 70% + + - + + a ee ee et 
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29 Schiff (D ) 0% - - - = = - 5 2 ee 5% 16 Rooney (R) 60% - + - + + t+ - + - + 75% 
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The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” If a Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26. 
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The House rejected H.R. 2417 on July 
12, 2011 by a vote of 233 to 193 (Roll Call 
563). The bill was brought to a vote under 
suspension of the rules, which required a 
two-thirds majority of those present and 
voting (284 in this case) for passage. We 
have assigned pluses to the yeas because 
the federal government has no constitu- 
tional authority to establish energy effi- 
ciency standards that would prevent the 
production, distribution, and consumer 
purchase of a previously perfectly accept- 
able and universally used product, such as 
the incandescent light bulb. 


1 Debt Deal. This legislation (S. 
365) provided for an immediate 
$400 billion increase in the national debt 
limit, while allowing the President to raise 
the ceiling an additional $500 billion un- 
less Congress passes a resolution of disap- 
proval (see House vote #14 below). 

This legislation also established a proc- 
ess for reducing future cumulative deficit 
projections by up to $2.4 trillion for fiscal 
years 2012 through 2021, including the 
establishment of a supercommittee tasked 
with recommending cuts totaling up to 
$1.5 trillion for the 10-year period. If the 
supercommittee were to fail in recom- 
mending at least $1.2 trillion in cuts (and, 
as we know, the supercommittee failed to 
recommend any cuts), then the legislation 
would trigger automatic cuts totaling up to 
$1.2 trillion over 10 years. 

The debt-raising/deficit-cutting pack- 
age created the appearance that Congress 
was doing something to rein in out-of-con- 
trol spending. But in reality, the total na- 
tional debt would still increase even if the 
entire dollar amount of cuts called for in 
the legislation were identified and enacted, 
since the cuts are not cuts in the absolute 
sense but cuts in future budget projections. 
The national debt would continue to go up, 
but not as fast as before, for the simple rea- 
son that cutting (say) $1.2 trillion over 10 
years will not offset projected annual $1 
trillion-plus deficits. 

The House passed S. 365 on August 1, 
2011 by a vote of 269 to 161 (Roll Call 
690). We have assigned pluses to the nays 
because the debt deal allows both the na- 
tional debt and spending to continue their 
upward trajectories. Moreover, the budget 
process established by the legislation is 
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Proposing penalties: The National Labor Relations Board, composed mainly of people beholden to 
unions, told Boeing that it couldn’t build a plant in a right-to-work state. If such a ruling is accepted 
as legal, unions could pay off Congressmen to penalize even states for not kowtowing to unions. 


clearly unconstitutional since no Congress 
can bind the actions of future Congresses 
via the so-called automatic cuts. 


1 Debt Limit Disapproval. Under 

the debt deal passed by Congress 
in August (see House vote #13 above), the 
debt ceiling was raised by $400 billion, 
and the President can raise the ceiling by 
an additional $500 billion unless a resolu- 
tion of disapproval is enacted. President 
Obama decided to raise the national debt 
the full $900 billion, and legislation was 
introduced (House Joint Resolution 77) to 
block the $500 billion increase. 

The House passed the resolution of dis- 
approval on September 14, 2011 by a vote 
of 232 to 186 (Roll Call 706). We have 
assigned pluses to the yeas because piling 
on more and more debt is devastating to 
the economy, and the bulk of the federal 
government’s spending spree is for uncon- 
stitutional programs. 


1 5 National Labor Relations 

Board. Earlier this year Boeing, 
a longtime airplane manufacturer in the 
state of Washington, opened a production 
facility in South Carolina for its new 787 
Dreamliner airplane. Although this devel- 
opment had been publicly announced in 
2009, early this year the machinists union 
charged that Boeing’s decision was un- 


fair and asked the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board (NRLB) to take action against 
Boeing. The NLRB complied by issuing a 
formal complaint as described in its press 
release of April 20, 2011: “National Labor 
Relations Board issues complaint against 
Boeing Company for unlawfully transfer- 
ring work to a non-union facility.” 

Representative Tim Scott (R-S.C.) re- 
sponded to the NLRB complaint by in- 
troducing H.R. 2587, the Protecting Jobs 
From Government Interference Act, “To 
prohibit the National Labor Relations 
Board from ordering any employer to 
close, relocate, or transfer employment 
under any circumstance.” 

The House passed H.R. 2587 on Sep- 
tember 15, 2011 by a vote of 238 to 186 
(Roll Call 711). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because the federal government 
has no constitutional authority to order a 
company to reinstate production or make 
certain investments at a given location, or 
to block a company’s decision to relocate 
production. 


1 Cross-state Air-pollution Rules. 

During consideration of legislation 
(H.R. 2401) regarding the regulatory im- 
pact of EPA regulations, Rep. Ed Whit- 
field (R-Ky.) proposed an amendment that 
would delay cross-state air-pollution rules 
until at least 2015. The amendment would 
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Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20 Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20 
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21 Diaz-Balart (R ) 56% - + - + + + - + - ? 68% 1 Huelskamp (R ) 80% + - + + + + - + + + 89% 
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7 Woodall (R) a a a a a a 00 1 Scalise (R ) 67% - + + + + ? - + - + 74% 
8 Scott, A. (R) 90% + + + + + + - + + + 90% 2. Richmond (D ) 0% - - - - = owe Gyno Gs 5% 
9 Graves, T. (R ) 90% + + + + + + - + + + 95% 3 Landry, J. (R) i is hace ays 
10 Broun (R) 90% + + + + + to - + + + 95% 4 Fleming (R) 80% - + + + + + - + + + 85% 
11 Gingrey (R ) ee ee ca toe ets. 70 5 Alexander,R.(R) 60% - + - + + + - + - + 65% 
12 Barrow (D ) 40% - - = - + tot - = + 35% 6 Cassidy (R) 70% + + - + + t+ = Ft = + 75% 
13, Scott, D. (D) LO oral Se See Se e070 7 Boustany (R ) 80% + + - + + + - + + + 79% 
HAWAII MAINE 
1 Hanabusa (D ) 10% +s 4 se - = = 7 = G% | 1 Pingree (D) 30%6 + - + - - - + = = = 30% 
2 Hirono (D ) Vi 33 Shiels Se pee eee Oe 2 Michaud (D ) 20% + - - = = - + = = = 20% 
IDAHO MARYLAND 
1 Labrador (R ) 90% + + + + + + - + + + 95% 1 Harris (R) 90% + + + + +4 + o- bk +t + (95% 
2 Simpson (R ) 60% - + - + + + - + - + 70% 2 Ruppersberger(D) 10% - - - - - 5s & e 2 = IM 
ILLINOIS 3 Sarbanes (D ) 20% - - + = = - + = = = 15% 
1 Rush (D ) 30% + - - = = - + - + = 21% 4 Edwards (D ) 20% - - + - - - + = = = 15% 
2 Jackson, J. (D ) 30% + - + - - - + = = = 21% 5 Hoyer (D ) 0% - - - - - - ee ee 0% 
3 Lipinski (D ) 20% - - - - = - + + - = 20% 6 Bartlett (R) 70% - + - + + Soo & a a BR 
4 Gutierrez (D ) 20% + - - - - - b+ = = - 20% 7 Cummings (D ) 20% - - + - - - + ee 15% 
5 Quigley (D ) 10% + - - - = - eee = 15% 8 Van Hollen (D ) 0% - - - - - - oe oe ee 5% 
6 Roskam (R) 67% = SF 5 SP ap shee uee te eerie ct 74% MASSACHUSETTS 
7 Davis, D. (D ) 10% + - - - = - oe eee 15% 1 Olver (D) 200% - - + - - 2 Ab: eee 4% 12% 
8 Walsh (R ) 89% + + + 2? + + - + + + 89% 2 Neal (D) (ieee ckse ee ad Sr eee ne oman 
9 Schakowsky(D) 30% - - + - - 0 - + - + - 20% | 3 McGovem(D) 30% + - + - - - + - - - 25% 
10 Dold (R) 50% - + - + + - = + = + 55% 4 Frank, B. (D) iva =e Lia Se = eS cis va» OUP 
11 Kinzinger (R ) 70% - + - + + + - + + + 70% 5 Tsongas (D ) 10% - - - - - ae ee 5% 
12 Costello (D ) 50% + + - - - + + + - - 50% 6 Tierney (D ) AW i os oe 6 ae ny ae ea 5 0 
13 Biggert (R ) 44% - + - + + - = = 2? + 53% 7 Markey (D ) 200% - - + - = - Fe eee 20% 
14 Hultgren (R ) 90% + + + + + + - + + + 85% 8 Capuano (D) Oe ne a 
15 Johnson, Timothy (R)90% + + + + + + - + + + 95% 9 Iynch (D ) 11h. oe se - + = = = 16% 
16 Manzullo (R ) 78% + + - + + + - + 2? + 89% | 40 Keating (D) Te Hh eG ec 6 2 SSS are mI 
17 Schilling (R) 70% + + - + + t+ - + - + 75% 
18 Schock (R ) 60% - + - + + + - + - + 68% ee 
19 Shimkus (R) 67% = + - + + +o. et 2 + 68% 1 Benishek (R) 70% + + - + + + - + - + 80% 
2 Huizenga (R ) 80% + + - + + + + + + 85% 
INDIANA 3 Amash (R ) 90% + + + + + + - + + + 94% 
1 Visclosky (D ) 20% - - + - - - + - - - 25% 4 Camp (R) Gi & & « Hw ie: Lun Oo 
2 Donnelly (D ) 20% - - - - - - + + - - 30% 5 Kildee (D ) 10% - - - - - - + = = = 10% 
3. Stutzman (R ) 0 a a ne eta ee 00 6 Upton (R) 70% + + - + + + - + - + 80% 
4 Rokita (R ) 80% + + + + + to o- +t = + 85% 7 Walberg (R ) 80% + + - + + + - + + + 85% 
5 Burton (R) ei ee ee | Benen RR nn re 
6 Pence (R) 70% - + - + + + - + + + 68% 9 Peters (D) 0% +- - + - - - be ee 16% 
7 Carson (D ) 0 ee ee ee es | ee Ce a a 
8 Bucshon (R ) 70% - + - + + + - + + + 75% | 41 McCotter (R) 70% - + - + + + - + + + 79% 
9 Young, T. (R ) 70% - + - + + + - + + + 70% | 42 Levin, s.D) it) tee aes ve oi ae ae 0% 
IOWA 13 Clarke (D ) 30% + - + - = - + = = = 25% 
1 Braley (D ) 30% + - + - = - + - - - 30% | 14 Conyers (D ) 40% + - + - - - + - + = 26% 
2 Loebsack (D ) 20% - - + - - ee 20% 15 Dingell (D ) 11% +- - - = - P> + - - = 6% 
3 Boswell (D) 20% - a oe + = of 25% MINNESOTA 
4 Latham (R ) 70% - + + + + +o - + = + 75% 1 Walz (D) 0 ee ee ees re acmy 4 
5 King, S. (R) 80% - + + + + + - + + + 80% 2 Kline, J. (R) 60% - + - + +4 + - + = + 70% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” If a Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26. 
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ies are supposed help the family farmer, but according to 


Environmental Working Group, “74 percent of taxpayer-funded payments [go] to the largest and 


wealthiest 10 percent” of farmers and “five crops 


delay by at least two years sulfur dioxide 
and nitrogen oxide emissions standards for 
power plants and allow the companies at 
least five years to comply after the rules 
are issued. 

The House passed Whitfield’s amend- 
ment on September 23, 2011 by a vote of 
234 to 188 (Roll Call 737). We have as- 
signed pluses to the yeas because the new 
EPA cross-state pollution rules will further 
damage the economy and also because the 
federal government has no constitutional 
authority to regulate power plant emissions. 


1 South Korea Trade Agreement. 
On a single day — October 12, 
2011 — both the House and Senate ap- 
proved three separate trade agreements 
with South Korea, Colombia, and Pan- 
ama. These measures are three more in 
a series of “free-trade agreements” in- 
tended to transfer the power to regulate 
trade (and eventually other powers too) 
to super-national arrangements via a step- 
by-step process. NAFTA is a prime ex- 
ample of such an arrangement. So is the 
developing continental government now 
known as the European Union, which is 
an outgrowth of a free-trade arrangement 
once called the Common Market. In fact, 
the Common Market-EU trajectory to re- 
gional governance served as a model for 
the formation of NAFTA. 
The South Korea agreement, to quote 


.. account for 90 percent of all farm subsidies.” 


Congressional Quarterly, is “considered 
the most economically important trade 
deal since the 1994 North American Free 
Trade Agreement.” For this reason, the 
“Freedom Index” editors selected this vote 
over the other two (Colombia and Pana- 
ma) for inclusion in this index. 

The House passed H.R. 3080, the mea- 
sure to implement the South Korea trade 
agreement, on October 12, 2011 by a 
vote of 278 to 151 (Roll Call 783). We 
have assigned pluses to the nays because 
agreements such as this one are intended 
to transfer trade (and other) powers to 
super-national arrangements binding the 
United States, despite the fact that under 
the Constitution only Congress has the 
power “to regulate commerce with for- 
eign nations.” 


1 Abortion Funding. H.R. 358 

would prohibit any federal fund- 
ing to be used to purchase health insurance 
plans covering abortion. It would also re- 
quire that any insurance companies offer- 
ing plans via the ObamaCare-created state 
exchanges that include abortion coverage 
offer identical plans minus the abortion 
coverage. 

The House passed H.R. 358 on October 
13, 2011 by a vote of 251 to 172 (Roll Call 
789). We have assigned pluses to the yeas 
not only because the government should 
not be subsidizing the killing of innocent 


human life, but also because there is no 
constitutional authority for the government 
to manage or finance the healthcare sector. 


1 Agriculture-Commerce-Justice- 

Science-Transportation-HUD 
Appropriations. This so-called “minibus” 
bill (H.R. 2112) combined into a single 
package three of the regular appropriations 
bills — Agriculture, Commerce-Justice- 
Science, and Transportation-Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) — for fiscal 
2012. Just the “discretionary” spending in 
the minibus for the three-bill package to- 
taled $128.1 billion. In addition, there is the 
spending that the government deems “man- 
datory.” In the case of the Agriculture bill 
that was incorporated into the minibus, for 
instance, the appropriations include $116.8 
billion in mandatory spending in addition 
to $19.8 billion in discretionary spending. 
The so-called mandatory spending in the 
Agriculture bill includes nearly $99 billion 
for food and nutrition programs. 

The House passed the final version of 
this bill (known as a conference report) 
on November 17, 2011 by a vote of 298 
to 121 (Roll Call 857). We have assigned 
pluses to the nays because Congress has 
no constitutional authority to fund many 
of the programs in the bill, including the 
farm programs, food programs, and hous- 


ing (under HUD). 
2 Congressional Approval of 
Major Regulations. This legisla- 
tion (H.R. 10) is entitled the “Regulations 
From the Executive in Need of Scrutiny 
Act” and is also known as the REINS Act. 
It would prohibit the executive branch from 
putting into effect major rules — rules hav- 
ing an economic impact of at least $100 
million per year — until those rules are ap- 
proved by Congress. The intent of the bill 
is to rein in the executive from usurping 
legislative powers via executive fiat. 

The House passed the REINS Act on 
December 7, 2011 by a vote of 241 to 184 
(Roll Call 901). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because all legislative powers 
in the Constitution are vested in Congress, 
not the executive branch. Mandatory rules 
issued by the executive branch may not be 
called laws, but they have the same effect 
as laws, and what they are called does not 
change the reality. Hl 
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9 Luetkemeyer(R) 60% - + - + + + - + - + 70% 
NORTH CAROLINA 
MONTANA 1 Butterfield (D ) 6 2» * & 3 ee 
AL Rehberg (R ) 70% - + + + + + - + - + 80% 2 Ellmers (R) i ee as 5 2 5 RN 
NEBRASKA 3 Jones (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 100% 
1 Fortenberry (R ) 60% - + - + + + - + - + 63% 4 Price, D. (D ) 10% - - + - - - = ee = 15% 
2 Terry (R) 80% + + - + + t+ - + + + 85% 5 Foxx (R) 90% + + - + + + + + + + 85% 
3 Smith, Adrian(R) 60% - + - + + ee ae ese OS 6 Coble (R) Mi s 2 = £ & hom & = a BEM 
NEVADA 7 McIntyre (D ) 60% - - + + + - + + - + 65% 
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4 Smith, C. (R) 70% + + - + + - + + - + 70% 2 Schmidt (R) SO iene en 
5 Garrett (R ) 80% + - + + + + - + + + 85% 3 Turner (R) 70% - + + + + + - + - + 70% 
6 Pallone (D ) 200% - - + - = - ee ee 15% 4 Jordan (R ) 90% + + + + + + - + + + 83% 
7 Lance (R ) 50% - + - + + = 5 & = GON 5 Latta (R) 60% - + - + + bes ee BE ON 
8 Pascrell (D ) 100% - - - - - ak ee ese 5% 6 Johnson, B. (R ) 60% - + - + + + - + + 70% 
9 Rothman (D ) (he = = = = = See can rae 0% 7 Austria (R ) 70% - + - + + + - + + + 70% 
10 Payne (D) 22% 2 - £ - = a ee 21% 8 Boehner (R ) ee eee IP P 9 # 2 2 
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12 Tiberi (R ) 60% - + - + + + - + - + 65% 
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The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” Ifa Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26. 
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OREGON 
1 Vacant 
2 Walden (R ) 60% 
3 Blumenauer (D ) 10% 
4 DeFazio (D ) 30% 
5 Schrader (D ) 10% 
PENNSYLVANIA 
1 Brady, R. (D ) 10% 
2 Fattah (D ) 10% 
3 Kelly (R) 60% 
4 Altmire (D ) 40% 
5 Thompson,G.(R) 60% 
6 Gerlach (R) 60% 
7 Meehan (R) 50% 
8 Fitzpatrick (R ) 60% 
9 Shuster (R ) 60% 
10 Marino (R ) 50% 
11 Barletta (R ) 50% 
12 Critz (D) 30% 
13° Schwartz (D ) 0% 
14 Doyle (D ) 20% 
15 Dent (R) 60% 
16 Pitts (R) 70% 
17 Holden (D ) 40% 
18 Murphy, T. (R ) 70% 
19 Platts (R ) 60% 
RHODE ISLAND 
1 Cicilline (D ) 20% 
2 Langevin (D ) 10% 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
1 Scott, T. (R) 80% 
2 Wilson, J. (R) 100% 
3 Duncan (R ) 100% 
4 Gowdy (R) 100% 
5 Mulvaney (R ) 100% 
6 Clyburn (D ) 0% 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
AL Noem (R ) 80% 
TENNESSEE 
1 Roe (R) 70% 
2 Duncan (R ) 90% 
3 Fleischmann (R ) 80% 
4 DesjJarlais (R ) 90% 
5 Cooper (D ) 10% 
6 Black, D. (R) 60% 
7 Blackburn,M.(R) 70% 
8 Fincher (R ) 80% 
9 Cohen (D ) 20% 
TEXAS 
1 Gohmert (R ) 90% 
2 Poe (R) 90% 
3, Johnson, S. (R ) 70% 
4 Hall, RK. (R) 80% 
5 Hensarling (R ) 70% 
6 Barton (R ) 80% 
7 Culberson (R ) 67% 
8 Brady, K. (R) 70% 
9 Green, A. (D ) 20% 
10 McCaul (R ) 60% 
11 Conaway (R ) 60% 
12 Granger (R ) 60% 
13 Thornberry (R ) 60% 
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Votes: 11-20 
14 Paul, Ron (R) 100% 
15 Hinojosa (D ) 20% 
16 Reyes (D ) 33% 
17 Flores (R) 70% 
18 Jackson Lee (D ) 11% 
19 Neugebauer (R ) 90% 
20 Gonzalez (D ) 11% 
21 Smith,Lamar(R) 60% 
22 Olson (R) 60% 
23 Canseco (R ) 70% 
24 Marchant (R ) 70% 
25 Doggett (D ) 10% 
26 Burgess (R ) 80% 
27 Farenthold (R ) 80% 
28 Cuellar (D ) 20% 
29 Green, G. (D ) 10% 
30 Johnson, E. (D ) 0% 
31 Carter (R) 60% 
32 Sessions, P. (R ) 70% 
UTAH 
1 Bishop, R. (R) 89% 
2 Matheson (D ) 50% 
3 Chaffetz (R ) 90% 
VERMONT 
AL Welch (D ) 20% 
VIRGINIA 
1 Wittman (R ) 50% 
2 Rigell (R) 70% 
3 Scott, R. (D ) 10% 
4 Forbes (R) 70% 
5 Hurt (R) 80% 
6 Goodlatte (R ) 60% 
7 Cantor (R ) 60% 
8 Moran, James(D) 10% 
9 Griffith (R ) 80% 
10 Wolf (R) 60% 
11 Connolly (D ) 10% 
WASHINGTON 
1 Inslee (D ) 0% 
2 Larsen, R. (D ) 0% 
3 Herrera Beutler (R) 80% 
4 Hastings, D. (R ) 60% 
5 McMorris Rodgers (R )60% 
6 Dicks (D ) 0% 
7 McDermott (D ) 10% 
8 Reichert (R ) 44% 
9 Smith, Adam (D ) 10% 
WEST VIRGINIA 
1 McKinley (R ) 70% 
2 Capito (R ) 70% 
3 Rahall (D ) 40% 
WISCONSIN 
1 Ryan, P (R) 70% 
2 Baldwin (D ) 30% 
3 Kind (D) 0% 
4 Moore (D ) 11% 
5 Sensenbrenner (R) 80% 
6 Petri (R) 70% 
7 Duffy (R) 80% 
8 Ribble (R) 78% 
WYOMING 
AL Lummis (R ) 80% 
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The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P” 
means he voted “present.” If a Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26. 
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During consideration of 

a bill on executive branch nomina- 

tions (S. 679), Sen. Jim DeMint (R-S.C.) 

introduced an amendment to repeal the 

authority to provide certain loans to the In- 

ternational Monetary Fund, and to rescind 

up to $108 billion previously appropriated 

for the IMF. The IMF is an adjunct of the 

United Nations and grants foreign aid to 
qualifying countries. 

The Senate rejected the DeMint amend- 
ment on June 29, 2011 by a vote of 44 to 55 
(Roll Call 99). We have assigned pluses to 
the yeas because there is no authority in the 
U.S. Constitution for redistributing Ameri- 
can wealth to other countries. 


This legislation (S. 

365) increased the debt limit while 

creating a process for cutting future deficit 

projections. It is explained in more detail 
under House vote #13. 

The Senate agreed to the House-passed 
version of the bill on August 2, 2011 by a 
vote of 74 to 26 (Roll Call 123). We have 
assigned pluses to the nays because the debt 
deal allows both the national debt and spend- 
ing to continue their upward trajectories. 


Senate 
Joint Resolution 25 would disap- 
prove of President Obama’s intent to raise 
the national debt ceiling by an additional 
$500 billion on top of the immediate $400 
billion increase under last August’s budget 
deal (Senate vote #12 above). If the motion 
of disapproval were enacted, the additional 
$500 billion increase would not go into ef- 
fect. S. J. Res. 25 is similar to H. J. Res. 77, 
described under House vote #14. 

The Senate rejected a motion to proceed 
to the resolution of disapproval on Sep- 
tember 8 by a vote of 45 to 52 (Roll Call 
130). We have assigned pluses to the yeas 
because piling on more and more debt is 
devastating to the economy. 


During consideration of the trade- 
preferences bill, Sen. Mitch McConnell 
(R-Ky.) introduced an amendment to rein- 
stitute trade promotion authority through 
2013 for the purpose of expediting ap- 
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Disturbing disenfranchisement: Senator Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) cajoled President Obama to act on 


trade deals for Panama, Colombia, and South Korea, giving up U.S. power over trade, even though past 
free-trade deals, such as NAFTA, have harmed U.S. businesses and led to an outsourcing of jobs. 


proval of trade bills. The authority, which 
was called “fast track” when initially insti- 
tuted, had expired in 2007. The fast-track 
procedure requires that Congress must 
not amend or filibuster trade agreements 
submitted to them by the President, and 
must either approve or disapprove of the 
agreements within 90 days of submission. 
Renewing trade promotion authority is 
considered crucial for picking up the pace 
for approving future free-trade agreements 
such as the South Korea trade agreement 
(House vote #17 and Senate vote #16). 

The Senate rejected McConnell’s amend- 
ment on September 20, 2011 by a vote of 
45 to 55 (Roll Call 141). We have assigned 
pluses to the nays because trade promotion 
authority limits the ability of Congress to 
deliberate and legislate. Moreover, treaties 
should need a two-thirds majority vote in 
the Senate for approval. 


The Obama- 
Democrat jobs bill (S. 1660) would 
provide $175 billion in spending for trans- 
portation infrastructure projects, extending 
long-term unemployment benefits, prevent- 
ing lay-offs of teachers and first responders, 
and upgrading public schools and commu- 
nity colleges. It would also extend and ex- 
pand the current employee payroll tax cut. 
But it would offset the costs of the bill by 
imposing a 5.6 percent surtax on household 
income above $1 million. 
The Senate rejected a motion to invoke 


cloture (and thus end debate so the bill 
could come up for a vote) on October 11, 
2011 by a vote of 50 to 49 (Roll Call 160; a 
three-fifths majority vote of the full Senate 
— 60 votes — was needed to invoke clo- 
ture). We have assigned pluses to the nays 
because the way to create jobs is not to pro- 
vide them via government financing of cer- 
tain sectors of the economy, but to reduce 
the government’s burden on the economy. 


The measure (H.R. 3080) to imple- 
ment the South Korea trade agreement and 
the significance of this and similar bilateral 
and multinational agreements are explained 
under House vote #17. 

The Senate passed H.R. 3080 on October 
12, 2011 by a vote of 83 to 15 (Roll Call 
161). We have assigned pluses to the nays 
because agreements such as this one are in- 
tended to transfer trade (and other) powers 
to super-national arrangements, despite the 
fact that under the Constitution only Con- 
gress has the power “to regulate commerce 
with foreign nations.” 


Senate Joint Reso- 

lution 6 would have nullified the 

“net neutrality” rules issued by the Federal 
Communications Commission in Decem- 
ber 2010 and scheduled to become effective 
November 20, 2011. The new rules give the 
federal government more control over the 
Internet. ““The FCC reversed its successful 
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hands-off approach ... by passing net neu- 
trality rules where the FCC has essentially 
granted itself power over all forms of com- 
munication including the Internet,’ warned 
Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Texas), who 
spearheaded S. J. Res. 6. She added that the 
“regulations on broadband providers” in the 
net neutrality rules “establish the FCC as 
the Internet’s gatekeeper, a role for which 
government is not really suited when inno- 
vation could be stifled.” 

Senator Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) 
moved to proceed to the resolution, but the 
Senate rejected his resolution on November 
10 by a vote of 46 to 52 — thereby thwart- 
ing the attempt to nullify the net neutral- 
ity rules (Roll Call 200). We have assigned 
pluses to the yeas because the federal 
government has no business serving as a 
gatekeeper for the Internet, and such a role 
could eventually threaten what has become 
an important public square for circulating 


ideas and information. 
1 Cross-state Pollution. Senate 
Joint Resolution 27 would nullify 
the EPA’s cross-state pollution rules target- 
ing sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide power 
plant emissions. The House had already 
passed related legislation that would delay 
implementation of the EPA rules but not ac- 
tually eliminate them. (See House vote #16.) 
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Senator Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) moved 
to proceed to the resolution, but the Senate 
rejected his motion November 10 by a vote 
of 41 to 56 — thereby thwarting the attempt 
to stop the EPA cross-state pollution rules 
(Roll Call 201). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because these rules will further 
damage the economy and also because the 
federal government has no constitutional 
authority to regulate power plant emissions. 
1 Agriculture-Commerce-Justice- 

Science-Transportation-HUD 
Appropriations. This so-called “minibus” 
bill (H.R. 2112) — which combined into a 
single package three of the regular appro- 
priations bills for fiscal 2012 — is described 
in more detail under House vote #19. 

The Senate passed the final version (con- 
ference report) of this legislation on No- 
vember 17, 2011 by a vote of 70 to 30 (Roll 
Call 208). We have assigned pluses to the 
nays because Congress has no constitution- 
al authority to fund many of the programs 
in the bill, including the farm programs, 
food programs, and housing (under HUD). 
2 Indefinite Detention. Detainee- 

related language in the Defense 
authorization bill (S. 1867) was written in 
such a sweeping way that even the United 
States can be considered part of the battle- 


field in the global war against terror — and 
even American citizens accused of being 
terrorists can be apprehended by the U.S. 
military and detained indefinitely without 
habeas corpus and without even being tried 
and found guilty in a court of law. Several 
attempts were made to revise the language, 
including an amendment offered by Sen. 
Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.) to prohibit U.S. 
citizens from being held indefinitely with- 
out being charged or given a trial. 

The Senate rejected this amendment on 
December | by a vote of 45 to 55 (Roll Call 
214). We have assigned pluses to the yeas 
because the War on Terror must not be al- 
lowed to destroy legal protections stretch- 
ing back to the Magna Carta. 
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What’s good for the goose... For years the U.S. 
has held foreigners without trial. Congress now 
has authorized this power for Americans. 
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Heroes Save Man 


When Robert Coyle saw the 2010 pickup 
truck drive off the road and roll onto its 
side, he immediately reacted. He pulled 
over and came to the driver’s rescue, 
joined by another passerby, Frank Marci. 
The two men worked valiantly to get the 
58-year-old driver, Michael Boyle, out of 
the truck and to a safe place before the 
truck burst into flames. 

It happened around 4:00 p.m. on No- 
vember 11. Boyle, a hunter, blacked out 
and drove into a ditch. His truck contained 
ammunition and firearms, and flames 
made it a dangerous situation. 

“The selfless and heroic acts of these two 
good Samaritans saved the life of the op- 
erator in the burning truck,” Police Chief 
James Anderson wrote. “They disregarded 
their own safety to help another person in 
distress, which makes both of these men 
worthy of public recognition with a letter 
of commendation.” 

He also sent letters of commendation to 
the two men, noting that it’s “gratifying to 
know that some people will disregard their 
personal safety to help someone in distress.” 

Both men are to be recognized at the 
Board of Selectmen’s meeting as well. 

Coyle said of the incident that he did not 
think twice before coming to Boyle’s aid. 

“T pulled over and called 911, and then 
I ran down there and yelled to him. I saw 
his hand moving in the windshield,’ Coyle 
said. “At that point, where he seemed to be 
OK, it seemed like a pretty calm situation.” 

But he was mistaken. 

“This guy Frank showed up, and we 
tried to get the door open,” Coyle recount- 
ed. “Then the car started smoking. Frank 
was trying to kick out the windows, and 
then we tried to break them with stuff we 
found in the back of the truck. Frank some- 
how found a cut log, and we were able to 
use it like a battering ram. We were able 
to get him (Boyle) out the rear window.” 

Less than a minute after the two men 
pulled Boyle to safety, the truck burst into 
flames. After that, rescue workers arrived. 
Wicked Local Foxborough reports, “Coyle 
told them he had noticed firearms — a 
shotgun and a handgun, both licensed — 
in the truck. Police and fire quickly deter- 
mined there were live ammunition rounds 
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in the truck, too. The fire was exploding.” 

Coyle explained his quick response. 
“T was in the Coast Guard before, so I’ve 
had some situations like that in the past.” 
But Coyle did not hesitate to praise Marci 
for his help, asserting that he “really took 
over. He really did a good job. I was just 
trying to keep [Boyle] calm until the po- 
lice showed up or we could get him out.” 

Coyle did admit, however, “We just 
knew we had to get him out. There wasn’t 
any question. We weren’t really thinking 
about anything else.” 


Must Love Dogs 


The firefighters at Delta-Cardiff Fire Com- 
pany do not believe themselves to be hero- 
ic, but to the people of Peach Bottom Town- 
ship, heroes they are. The firemen received 
the Animal Rescue Award from the York- 
Adams Chapter of the American Red Cross 
for their efforts in saving a family Labrador 
trapped in a home that was ablaze. 

“We’re all very modest people,” said 
one of the award’s recipients, Jeff Griffith, 
the company’s fire chief. ““We’re just there 
to help out in the community as volun- 
teers. We’re very grateful when our work 
is recognized.” 

In addition to Griffith, the award went 
to Daniel Blake; John Dooley; John Doo- 
ley, Jr.; Thomas Gray, Jr.; Shawn Howard; 
John Molunhauser; and George Schruefer. 

York Dispatch reports, “In May, their 
fire company responded to a fire on Juniper 
Road in Peach Bottom Township. The fam- 
ily had evacuated the home. As firefighters 
worked to put out flames, they found the 
family’s black Labrador retriever in the 
master bedroom, Griffith recalled.” 

The dog was barely breathing when he 
was found by the firefighters. They imme- 
diately responded by placing a pet mask 
on the dog and giving it oxygen. 

“Within 10 to 15 minutes, the dog was 
up and running around,” Griffith said. “He 
came up to the guy who brought him out 
of the house and sat down next to him. 
Then he was going around to all of us get- 
ting attention. It was neat.” 

As the home suffered from $80,000 
worth of damage, the firemen were happy 
to deliver some good news for the family. 


“The people lost a lot of stuff in their 
home that day,” Griffith said. “When you 
bring out a family pet, it gives them some 
comfort. Whenever we do something good 
for families in their worst-case scenario, it 
always makes our job beneficial.” 


Customers Care 


When a Caseyville, Illinois, robber walked 
into Han-Dee convenience store at 3:00 
p.m. on a Saturday in November, he was 
confronted not only by an angry store 
owner, but by some pretty helpful shop- 
pers as well. 

The suspect walked into Mina Patel’s 
store wearing- a t-shirt wrapped around his 
head, and he approached Patel with a gun 
drawn, demanding cash. Patel stepped aside 
as the robber grabbed thousands of dollars 
from the register, but then she reached over 
and tried to remove the t-shirt from the 
man’s head in an effort to reveal his identity. 
The two began to struggle, but eventually 
the man broke free and began to run out of 
the store. Patel immediately pursued him. 

“T am looking like an ordinary person, 
but when it comes to me and my fam- 
ily and my business I do not put up with 
them,” said Patel, referring to thieves. 

Patel was not alone either: Three of her 
customers chased after the suspect as well, 
including Blake Parker. 

“Tt was a dash to the alley. I tackled him 
in the alley, he got right back up, so we 
ran through two yards, and I hit him and 
by then all three of us were on top of him,” 
said Parker. 

Patel, Parker, and two others managed 
to capture the suspect, 42-year-old Brian 
Compton, who was reportedly attempting 
to rob the store to get money to support 
his heroin addiction. He was arrested and 
charged with aggravated assault. 

Caseyville Police Chief J.D. Roth spoke 
of the efforts of the captors. “They chose 
to get involved, they could have stood 
back for safety purposes and just be wit- 
nesses but, they jumped in there with both 
feet. They are heroes, they really are and 
we appreciate their help. We appreciate the 
fact that they got involved and allowed us 
to solve this crime quickly.” Ml 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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“Less government, more responsibility, and — with God’s help — a better world.” 


Capitalism, 
Socialism. 


Christianity 


Many Christians believe that “capitalism” is immoral. 
But such a belief represents a misunderstanding of both 
capitalism and Christian teachings. 


CAPITALISM: 
A LOVE 


STORY 


OCTOBER 2 
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Michael Moore, who directed, wrote, produced, and starred in Capitalism: A Love Story, 
a schlockumentary that attempts to bite the hand that feeds him, arrives at a screening of 
the film at the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences in Beverly Hills, California, in 
September 2009. 
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by Brian Farmer 


ne of the most erroneous and 
harmful ideas of our time is 
the notion that free-enterprise 


capitalism and the society upon which it 
is based are incompatible with the moral 
standards of Christianity. Indeed, one of 
the main drivers of the Occupy Wall Street 
movement is its condemnation of “corpo- 
rate greed.” And before the Occupy Wall 
Street crowd got going, Michael Moore 
was condemning free-enterprise capital- 
ism in his spurious 2009 documentary, 
Capitalism: A Love Story. In one scene, 
Moore, one of those so-called limousine 
liberals who have profited very hand- 
somely in our free-enterprise economy, 
asked a couple of religious leaders about 
capitalism. They both agreed that capital- 
ism is “evil,” without explaining exactly 
why. Presumably, we are supposed to un- 
derstand that Moore provides the explana- 
tion throughout the film. (One cannot help 
but wonder how many religious person- 
ages Moore had to interview, in order to 
get the responses he used.) 

In fact, the very opposite of this popular 
belief is true: Free-enterprise capitalism 
and Christianity are not incompatible, be- 
cause the strongest reasons to defend eco- 
nomic freedom and the market economy 
are related to Christian morality. It is eco- 
nomic freedom and the market economy 
that the moral standards of Christianity 
require, not the opposite economic sys- 
tem, commonly referred to as socialism, 
the welfare state, or some other name for 
collectivism. At the same time, economic 
freedom and the market economy require 
Christian moral standards in order to func- 
tion properly. 

Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary de- 
fines capitalism as “an economic system 
characterized by private or corporate own- 
ership of capital goods, by investments 
that are determined by private decision 
rather than by state control, and by prices, 
production, and the distribution of goods 
that are determined mainly by competition 
in a free market.” It should be noted that 
all economies require capital, that is, the 
means of production. The question is who 
controls the capital, namely, the private 
sector (free-enterprise capitalism) or the 
state (monopolistic capitalism). 

The same dictionary defines Christianity 
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t not covet” means that it is 
to think about taking what 
ngs to another person, 
omething socialists have never 


o explain away. 


as “‘the religion derived from Jesus Christ, 
based on the Bible as sacred scripture, and 
professed by Eastern, Roman Catholic, and 
Protestant bodies.” Free-enterprise capital- 
ism is an economic system based on volun- 
tary relationships, and is in complete con- 
formity with the 10 Commandments. 


Honoring a Christian Covenant 
“Honor thy father and thy mother” im- 
plies that the family, not the state, is the 
basic social and economic unit of society 
and should be the strongest. Throughout 
human history the most significant provid- 
er of social welfare has been the family. 
The family, in providing for its sick and 
needy members, in educating children, 
in caring for parents, and in coping with 
emergencies and disasters, has done and 
is doing more than the state has ever done 
or can ever do. A society characterized by 
economic freedom is a society dominated 
by strong family units that provide for 
their own. Compare that with socialism, 
whose basic goals, as stated by Karl Marx 
in The Communist Manifesto, include de- 
stroying the family in the interests of the 
larger collective: 


Abolition of the family! Even the 
most radical flare up at this infamous 
proposal of the Communists. 

On what foundation is the present 
family, the bourgeois family, based? 
On capital, on private gain. In its 
completely developed form this fam- 
ily exists only among the bourgeoi- 
sie. But this state of things finds its 
complement in the practical absence 
of the family among the proletarians, 
and in public prostitution. 

The bourgeois family will vanish 
as a matter of course when its com- 
plement vanishes, and both will van- 
ish with the vanishing of capital. 

Do you charge us with wanting to 
stop the exploitation of children by 
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their parents? To this crime 
we plead guilty. 


“Thou shalt not murder” means 
that we should not unjustly do 
violence to anyone. It is thus a 
generic expression that forbids 
the use of physical force, except 
in self-defense. This differs radi- 
cally from socialism’s command 
societies, whose adherents are frequently 
found not only approving, but actively 
promoting coercion to achieve their goals. 
They operate as though the ends justify 
the means. In such societies — which 
include the welfare state — compassion, 
philanthropy, altruism, etc., are institu- 
tionalized, and they become a state mo- 


nopoly: From each according to his abili- 
ties; to each according to his needs. 
“Thou shalt not commit adultery” 
means that the marriage contract must be 
honored, primarily because it protects the 
family. Furthermore, by logical extension, 
all contracts should be honored. The idea 
of contracting for joint benefit presumes a 
high level of moral integrity on the part of 
all parties engaged in the transaction. 
“Thou shalt not steal” implies the right 
of private ownership. This commandment 
clearly means that the Bible sanctions the 
ownership of private property, because if 
a thing is not owned, then it can hardly 
be stolen! Marx’s call for the abolition of 
private property turns out to be grossly 
hypocritical. After all, ideas are a type 


Karl Marx (1818-1883) is best known as a revolutionary communist, whose works inspired 
the foundation of the labor union movement in the 19th century, as well as the establishment of 


many socialist regimes in the 20th century. 
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of property, too, and Marx’s Das Kapital 
was protected by a copyright. Try to find 
a book written by a socialist author that 
is not protected by a copyright! Socialists 
violate their own premise about private 
property in areas such as that, precisely 
so that even they are able to profit from 
their labors. 

“Thou shalt not bear false witness 
against thy neighbor” forbids lying. The 
whole idea of a free market implies that 
the parties to any voluntary exchange will 
not try to deceive one another in order to 
gain unfair advantage. Socialists condemn 
profits and the profit motive, which also 
turns out to be hypocritical. In fact, social- 
ist societies are just as profit-minded as 
capitalist societies. The difference is that 
under free-enterprise capitalism individu- 
als reap the profits and decide how they 
will be used, while under socialism the 
state reaps the profits and determines how 
they will be used. So, lying, even about 
its most basic principles, is fundamental 
to socialism. 

“Thou shalt not covet” means that it 
is wrong even to think about taking what 
rightfully belongs to another person, 
which is something socialists have never 
been able to explain away. Envy, a cen- 
tral aspect of covetousness, involves not 
only the desire to possess another person’s 
property, but also to see another person’s 
wealth or station reduced to everyone 
else’s level. Socialism, through its em- 
ployment of the coercive powers of the 
state for the purpose of expropriating the 
income and wealth of one group to transfer 
to another, is a form of institutionalized 
envy, covetousness, and theft. 

Jesus summed up those commandments 
with one simple statement: “Thou shalt 
love thy neighbor as thyself?’ That means 
that one wishes one’s neighbor to have 
what one most values for oneself, namely, 
the freedom to pursue our own lives with- 
out interference, and to allow our neigh- 
bors to do likewise. 


Proof in Parables 

Jesus often used parables to illustrate 
Christian moral principles. In the Parable 
of the Good Samaritan, He gives us anoth- 
er perspective on the exhortation, “Love 
your neighbor as yourself.” On one occa- 
sion an expert in the law stood up to test 
Jesus and asked, “Who is my neighbor?” 
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to ethics (and worship) and play a fundamental role in Christianity. They lay the foundation for a 


free, civil, and moral society. 


Jesus replied, “A man was going down 
from Jerusalem to Jericho, when he was 
attacked by robbers. They stripped him of 
his clothes, beat him and went away, leav- 
ing him half dead. A priest happened to 
be going down the same road, and when 
he saw the man, he passed by on the other 
side. So too, a Levite, when he came to the 
place and saw him, passed by on the other 
side. But a Samaritan, as he traveled, came 
where the man was; and when he saw him, 
he took pity on him. He went to him and 
bandaged his wounds, pouring on oil and 
wine. Then he put the man on his own don- 
key, brought him to an inn and took care of 
him. The next day he took out two dena- 
rii and gave them to the innkeeper. ‘Look 
after him,’ he said, ‘and when I return, I 
will reimburse you for any extra expense 
you may have.’ Which of these three do 
you think was a neighbor to the man who 
fell into the hands of robbers?” 

The expert in the law replied, “The one 
who had mercy on him.” 

Jesus told him, “Go and do likewise.” 

It is worth considering what Jesus did 
not say to the expert in the law. He did not 
say, “Go and force others to do likewise.” 
Christian morality requires that charity 
and altruism be voluntary, not coerced. 
But in societies where socialism or a wel- 
fare state prevails, people are forced to be 
charitable and altruistic by the state. That 
is accomplished by the government confis- 
cating money from some and giving it to 


or spending it on others who are deemed to 
be in need. Some condone this by arguing 
that “the people are the government.” If 
that is so, then it should logically follow 
that, just as people are not allowed to steal, 
even in the name of charity and altruism, 
then neither should the government be al- 
lowed to steal in the name of charity and 
altruism. Christianity is concerned with 
what is in a person’s heart, and that can 
be known only when a person is free to 
choose and is not coerced. 

From the foregoing it should be appar- 
ent that it is not free-enterprise capitalism 
that is evil, but, rather, it is the people who 
abuse such an economic system who are 
evil. The principle is the same as that re- 
flected in John Adams’ comment about the 
U.S. Constitution: “We have no govern- 
ment armed with power capable of con- 
tending with human passions unbridled by 
morality and religion.... Our Constitution 
was made only for a moral and religious 
people. It is wholly inadequate to the gov- 
ernment of any other.” In other words, a 
free society runs the risk that the citizens 
will abuse their freedoms, unless there is 
something that induces them to practice 
an adequate degree of self-restraint. But it 
does not logically follow that our system 
of government is therefore evil. 

The claim that free-enterprise capitalism 
is inherently immoral is the very opposite 
of the truth. Of all forms of economic or- 
ganization, it alone is founded upon and 
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consistent with Christian morality. In the 
Gospel of Matthew, we find Jesus recount- 
ing the Parable of the Talents. It is a lesson 
about capital, investment, entrepreneurship, 
and the proper use of scarce economic re- 
sources. It is also a direct rebuttal to those 
who see a contradiction between business 
success and living the Christian life. 

In that short story, a rich man who was 
going on a long trip called his three ser- 
vants together. He told them they would 
be caretakers of his property while he was 
away. The master had carefully assessed 
the abilities of each servant. He gave five 
talents to one servant, two to another, and 
one to the third, that is, to each according 
to his perceived ability. The master then 
left on his journey. 
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The servant who had re- 
ceived five talents went into 
business and made five more. 
The servant who received 
two made two more. But the 
servant who received one 
buried it in the ground. 

The master eventually re- 
turned and began to settle 
his accounts. The servant 
who had received five tal- 
ents came forth. “My lord,” he said, “you 
entrusted me with five talents; and I have 
made five more.” 

“Well done, good and faithful servant!” 
the master responded. “You have been faith- 
ful in handling a small amount, so I will 
give you more. Let us celebrate together!” 

Then the servant who had been given 
two talents approached the master. “My 
lord,” he said, “you entrusted me with two 
talents; and I have made two more!” The 
master praised and treated the second ser- 
vant as he had the first servant. 

Then the one who had been given one 
talent approached his master. “My lord,” 
he said, “I knew you to be a hard man and, 
being afraid of losing your money, I hid 
your talent in the ground, and here it is.” 
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The master’s response was swift and 
harsh: “You wicked and lazy servant! 
You ought to at least have invested my 
money with the bankers; then, on my 
return, I should have received my own 
with interest.” 


The master ordered that the talent be 
taken away from the lazy servant and 
given to the one with the 10 talents. “To 
those who use well what they are given,” 
said the master, “even more will be given, 
and they will have an abundance. But from 
those who are unfaithful, even what little 
they have will be taken away. Throw this 
useless servant out into the darkness!” 

That parable carries an ethical mes- 
sage, as well as lessons for understanding 
human accountability in economic life. 
The word “talent” in the parable has two 
meanings. First, it is a monetary unit. The 
second meaning refers to the gifts we are 
born with and acquire in life. In effect, this 
is our personal capital. One of the lessons 
from this parable is that it is not immoral 
to earn profit from our resources, our intel- 
ligence and ingenuity, and our labor. The 
alternative to profit is loss, and the loss of 
wealth, especially due to a lack of initia- 
tive, indicates poor stewardship. In this 


The Parable of the Good Samaritan teaches us that we are personally responsible for showing compassion to everyone we encounter in our life. 
We should remember that the nature of government involves force, not compassion. 
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Chick-fil-A, the Southern fast food chain known for its chicken, is now adding fruit cups to 
its menu. The company understands that it must focus on serving its customers if it wishes to 
succeed. Such an attitude is the very antithesis of “corporate greed.” 


story, the master considered that burying 
the talent, and thus merely breaking even, 
constituted a loss, because he thought that 
the latent capital he provided ought to earn 
a reasonable rate of return. In other words, 
time is money. 

The parable also contains an important 
lesson about how we are to use our talents. 
The master expected his servants to seek 
material gain. Rather than passively pre- 
serve what they had been given, they were 
expected to invest the money and put it to 
good use. The master was angered at the 
lack of ambition of the servant who had re- 
ceived the one talent. Christian principles 
direct us to use our talents for productive 
ends. The parable emphasizes the need for 
work and creativity, as opposed to physical 
idleness and mental laziness. 

The Parable of the Talents also implies 
a moral obligation to confront an uncertain 
future in an enterprising way. No one does 
that better than the entrepreneur. Long be- 
fore he knows if there will be a return on 
his investments or ideas, he risks his time, 
effort, and resources. He must pay out 
wages before he has any idea whether or 
not he has accurately predicted consumer 
demand and future events. He looks to the 
future with optimism, courage, and a sense 
of opportunity. 

Socialists view the businessman’s use 
of his natural talents and resources to 
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make a profit as immoral, a notion that 
must be rejected in light of the Parable 
of the Talents. The ability to succeed in 
business is a talent. Like other gifts, it 
should not be squandered. Critics link 
free-enterprise capitalism with greed, yet 
the fundamental nature of the capitalism 
they denounce is to focus on the needs of 
others. To succeed, the entrepreneur must 
first serve others and make life better for 
others. Compare that with monopolistic 
capitalism (socialism), which is primarily 
concerned with serving the state. 


Abandoning Service to the Saviour 
Greed is a spiritual disorder that can victim- 
ize anyone, regardless of one’s wealth or 
economic philosophy. The term has a pro- 
portional element, meaning that there is an 
excessive or insatiable desire for material 
gain, regardless of financial status. The de- 
sire is excessive when, in a person’s heart, 
it outweighs moral and ethical concerns. 
The parable makes it very clear that gain- 
ing more wealth than another is not unjust: 
The first servant received more than the 
second and third. And when one makes a 
profit from the use of one’s talents, it is not 
necessarily the result of greed. It is simply 
the proper use of one’s gifts. 

In addition to condemning profit, critics 
of free-enterprise capitalism often favor 
varieties of social leveling and redistribu- 


tion of income. Social welfare spending 
and higher taxes on the rich are all pro- 
moted in the name of Christian ethics. The 
ultimate goal is equality, as if the inequali- 
ties existing among people are somehow 
inherently unjust. Yet this is not how Jesus 
tells it in the Parable of the Talents. The 
master entrusted to each of his servants 
a number of talents according to the per- 
ceived ability of each. The one who re- 
ceived the least did not receive sympathy 
from the master for his lack of resources. 

We can infer from the parable that 
forced reallocation of resources is not a 
virtue. The individual talents and raw ma- 
terials that each of us has do not indicate 
injustice. There will always be inequali- 
ties among people. A truly moral system 
is one which recognizes that and allows 
each person to use his or her own talents 
to the fullest. 

The Parable of the Talents implies that 
wasting talent violates Christian values. 
After all, the lowly servant did not squan- 
der his master’s money but, rather, just put 
it in the ground. Nevertheless, the master 
calls him “‘wicked and lazy” and banishes 
the servant from his household. 

Critics of free-enterprise capitalism often 
cite Jesus’ words, “It is easier for a camel 
to pass through the eye of a needle than it 
is for a rich man to enter the Kingdom of 
Heaven.” This does not mean that material 
success will keep a person out of heaven, 
but it does imply the necessity to order our 
social and spiritual lives properly, before 
considering our material concerns. 

The socialist program is the direct op- 
posite of the moral one. Where Christian 
values advocate creative action, socialism 
discourages initiative. Where Christian 
values demand faith and hope in the fu- 
ture, socialism promises a base form of 
security, in return for servility to the state. 
Where the Parable of the Talents implies 
the freedom to trade, invest, and profit, 
socialism denies all. In short, the Parable 
of the Talents shows the values of free- 
enterprise capitalism in Christian ethics. 

As a final thought, remember that Jesus 
was a carpenter. Did Jesus own his own 
tools, that is, the capital goods of his 
trade? We have no reason to believe that 
he did not. Therefore, we should be able to 
conclude with confidence that Jesus him- 
self was an advocate and practitioner of 
free-enterprise capitalism. Ml 
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EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


Not All Food and Fun 


CDAPress.com out of Coeur d’ Alene, 
Idaho, reminds us that concealed carry 
doesn’t just benefit the holders but can 
also benefit those around them. Tim Pat- 
terson, owner of The Big Yellow mobile 
kitchen, which offers, as he says, the 
“finest food on wheels” six days a week, 
was having a normal day of cooking and 
serving customers in the business he op- 
erates with his wife when they heard a 
bloodcurdling scream around 2:00 p.m. on 
November 28. Patterson always keeps his 
1911-style .45 semi-automatic pistol on 
him with six rounds in its magazine just in 
case he needs it to protect family, friends, 
or those around him. In this case, it was 
someone around him. Patterson reacted to 
the loud scream by running out the back 
door to investigate what was happening. 
He looked around the parking lot of the 
nearby Goodwill, but it was filled with 
parked cars, and he did not see anything at 
first. Then he heard another scream and a 
female voice pleading for her life. 

He moved in closer on the commo- 
tion and could clearly see a woman being 
threatened by a knife-wielding man. The 
man had the woman’s head pulled back 
and was holding a knife to her throat. Pat- 
terson drew his weapon and exclaimed, 
“Drop it or I’ll shoot you!” The attacker 
was wearing a hoodie that practically cov- 
ered his face, but he looked up to see Pat- 
terson standing there with his pistol drawn. 
Once he saw that Patterson was armed, the 
would-be robber dropped his knife, threw 
his arms frantically up into the air, and im- 
mediately fled the scene. 

Patterson called 911, retrieved the knife, 
and checked on the woman who was vic- 
timized. The police arrived a little later and 
began an investigation into the event. The 
woman was a Goodwill employee who 
was carrying a lot of money from the store 
in her purse for a bank deposit. The man in 
the parking lot tried stealing the purse. She 
struggled with him, and he pulled a knife. 
The police suspect the attacker might have 
somehow had inside knowledge that she 
would have a lot of money on her. 

Patterson told the Coeur d’ Alene Press 
that the attacker came dangerously close 
to getting killed. “If he had not stopped 
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what he was doing ... he came very close 
to dying. Really, really close.” Patterson 
echoed the sentiment of many neighbors 
that armed self-defense is the best option 
for dealing with crime. “You can yell at 
somebody, but pointing a gun at his head 
does a lot better job.” Patterson was espe- 
cially upset about who the criminal chose 
as his target. “I know the lady. She is a 
sweetheart.... Goodwill does nothing but 
good for people. They help so many peo- 
ple.” Patterson is also grateful that he and 
his wife heard the first screams. “If Debbie 
and I hadn’t heard her scream, he probably 
would have gotten away with it and I don’t 
know what he would have done to her.” 
The stocky Patterson has had a concealed 
weapons permit for roughly 10 years and 
has taken handgun courses, been on pistol 
teams, gone through instruction at Center 
Target Sports in Post Falls, and is also a 
hunter. 

Coeur d’Alene police spokeswoman 
Sgt. Christie Wood told the news that Pat- 
terson’s actions were certainly worthy of 
appreciation and respect, but that police 
face a fine line when it comes to citizens 
trying to stop a crime and excessive vigi- 
lantism. “I would not want to live in a 
world without good Samaritans or people 
that were willing to take a risk to help 
others, but the police department cannot 
advocate for that.... We would not want to 
set somebody up to get seriously injured.” 

Patterson believes it’s right to be ready 
to help others. “In Idaho, there’s a lot of 
folks like myself who are not willing to 
stand by and let evil triumph.” Patterson 
doesn’t see himself as a hero though. “A 
hero is putting his life at risk in order to 
sacrifice part of himself in order to help 
somebody else. In my case, I don’t believe 
I was putting my life at risk at all. [had a 
gun. I was going to help her. I never felt in 
jeopardy by this guy at all.” 


Fatal Warning 


The Redding Record Searchlight out of 
Redding, California, reported that a local 
woman was justified in fatally shooting a 
would-be intruder after he tried to break 
into her home at 4:00 a.m. on October 21. 
The Shasta District Attorney’s Office re- 


ports that the intruder had a long history 
of arrests and convictions, including bur- 
glary, vehicle theft, and possessing mari- 
juana for sale. Sixty-six-year-old Donna 
Hopper woke early in the morning to hear 
the sounds of someone ringing her door- 
bell and banging on her front door. She 
looked out her window to see a suspicious 
and scraggly looking man pounding on 
the door. She immediately called 911 and 
retrieved her .38 revolver and fired two 
warning shots at the man. Shockingly, in- 
stead of fleeing the scene, the man tried 
to climb into one of her windows! At that 
point, Hopper fired her third and final 
shot, which entered the man’s chest and 
punctured his lung. He later died as a re- 
sult of his injuries. 

The D.A.’s office recently decided that 
the shooting was justified after review- 
ing the facts, and declared that no charges 
would be filed against Hopper. Josh Low- 
ery, a deputy district attorney, told the 
Searchlight that under state law, a person 
has to believe an intruder poses the threat 
of imminent danger to justify shooting 
them. Hopper acted well within reason 
under the law and the shooting was “a 
textbook example of self-defense.... It is 
clear that Ms. Hopper was in fear for her 
life when she fired the shot that killed the 
intruder.... Therefore, the intruder’s death 
was a justifiable homicide under Califor- 
nia law.” 

Hopper was surprised upon hearing 
the news from the D.A.’s office. “I didn’t 
know they were still contemplating any- 
thing about me.” Reflecting on the trau- 
matic events of the fatal shooting, Hopper 
said, “Sad thing is I only wanted to hurt 
him so he’d go away, and it didn’t quite 
happen that way.” Initially, she was quite 
shaken by the events, especially in the first 
week after the shooting, but family friends 
consoled her and a police chaplain con- 
tacted her frequently to see how she was 
dealing with it. As with most things, time 
heals all wounds, and Hopper agrees that 
as “time goes on it’s been a lot better... It’s 
almost like it didn’t even happen. That’s a 
strange feeling.” She also expressed sym- 
pathy for the family of the man and hopes 
that they are doing okay. Hi 

— PATRICK KREY 
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Appeasing the Dragon 


ITEM: The Associated Press reported on 
November 30: “America’s strengthened 
military pact with Australia is a figment 
of ‘Cold War thinking’ that will destabilize 
the Asia-Pacific region, China’s Defense 
Ministry said Wednesday, in Beijing’s 
strongest criticism yet of a move widely 
seen as intended to counter China’s rising 
assertiveness.” 
Item: In an article entitled “Playing the 
anti-China card,” in China Daily for De- 
cember 7, Li Wei of the Chinese Academy 
of International Trade and Economic Co- 
operation charged that “President Obama 
has pinned his re-election hopes on a 
change of policy that threatens trade ties 
between” China and the United States. 
Barack Obama, said the China Daily 
piece, was “once viewed by Beijing as a 
pragmatic U.S. leader.” However, recent 
foreign and economic policy develop- 
ments “are an indication that there has 
been a change in the Obama adminis- 
tration’s policy toward China in the face 
of the [United States’] stubbornly high 
unemployment rate and weak economic 
growth. An escalation in tensions ... is by 
no means wise at a time when China is the 
biggest holder of U.S. national debt and its 
fastest-growing export market.” 
ITEM: Andy Stern, former president of the 
Service Employees International Union 
(SEIU), gushed over Beijing’s economic 
planning in an op-ed in the Wall Street 
Journal for December 1. Stern’s feature, 
entitled “China’s Superior Economic 
Model,” stressed: 


The conservative-preferred, free- 
market fundamentalist, shareholder- 
only model — so successful in the 
20th century — is being thrown onto 
the trash heap of history in the 21st 
century. In an era when countries 
need to become economic teams, 
Team USA’s results — a jobless dec- 
ade, 30 years of flat median wages, a 
trade deficit, a shrinking middle class 
and phenomenal gains in wealth but 
only for the top 1% — are pathetic. 
This should motivate leaders to 
rethink, rather than double down on 
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an empirically failing free-market ex- 
tremism. As painful and humbling as 
it may be, America needs to do what 
a once-dominant business or sports 
team would do when the tide turns: 
study the ingredients of its competi- 
tors’ SUCCESS. 


CORRECTION: No, a few feeble feints not- 
withstanding, President Obama has not 
suddenly become tough on the rulers in 
Beijing. Nor has the market system in the 
United States failed in comparison to the 
alleged wonders of Communist China’s 
five-year plans. To believe those claims 
you'd have to have a mighty mind — 
mighty empty. 

It is the truth, sadly, that the United 
States has been honoring free-market prin- 
ciples more in the breach than in the ob- 
servance. Nevertheless, China’s economy 
is downright emaciated compared to that 
found in this country. Even Albania and 
Panama have higher per-capita gross do- 
mestic products than China. The Chinese 
living in Singapore have more than five 
times the per-capita GDP of those on the 
communist mainland of China, according 
to World Bank statistics. 

In 2009, as borne out by figures com- 
piled by Derek Scissors, Ph.D., a re- 
search fellow in Asia economic policy in 
the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage 
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“Great mates” is what Australian Prime Minister Julia Gillard recently said the United States 
and Australia are. Obama now wants to send a signal that the United States will counter Chinese 
aggression in “Asia” by putting 2,500 Marines in Australia — out of the Asian danger zone. 


Foundation in Washington, D.C., the GDP 
in the United States was almost $15 tril- 
lion, while China’s was $5 trillion, despite 
China’s having a population more than 
four times as large. The average American 
had an average income of $48,000, com- 
pared to the average Chinese with under 
$4,000. “Those gaps have narrowed some, 
acknowledged Scissors, “as they have al- 
most every year in the past 30, but they 
remained huge.” 

Emulating a statist economic system 
such as found in China, even in its modi- 
fied form, would prove only that we have 
not learned from history. Planned econo- 
mies have a miserable record even when 
enforced by the threat of death. Consider 
Diocletian, the Roman emperor from 284 
to 305, who sought to “overcome depres- 
sion and prevent revolution” by substi- 
tuting “a managed economy for the law 
of supply and demand,” as recounted by 
historian Will Durant (Caesar and Christ, 
1944). Diocletian also “distributed food to 
the poor at half the market price or free, 
and undertook extensive public works to 
appease the unemployed.” The emperor 
brought “many branches of industry under 
complete state control” and persuaded 
many “‘to accept such control in return for 
governmental guarantee of security in em- 
ployment and returns.” 

Strict price controls were deemed nec- 
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essary to enforce the plans. Diocletian’s 
Edict attacked “monopolists” who in an 
“economy of scarcity” supposedly kept 
goods from the market in order to increase 
prices. The managed economy required a 
huge bureaucracy and high administrative 
costs. “To support the bureaucracy, the 
court, the army, the building program, and 
the dole taxation rose to unprecedented 
levels.” The Edict, observes Durant, “was 
until our time the most famous example 
of an attempt to replace economic laws by 
government decrees. Its failure was rapid 
and complete.” 

Such is the way to disaster. As Dr. 
Scissors commented in a study in April 
2011, the “desire among some Ameri- 
can politicians to imitate Chinese subsi- 
dies must be blocked. Chinese subsidies 
go almost exclusively to state entities 
tightly bound to the party institutionally 
and personally. Subsidies have widened 
income disparities after these were damp- 
ened in the first decade of reform (when 
subsidies were slashed). While subsidies 
appear to increase growth, they are ulti- 
mately unsustainable and apparent gains 
are illusory.” 

The supposed wizardry of the commu- 
nists to come up with just the right plan 
to bring about prosperity has drawn deri- 
sion from, among others, columnist Jonah 
Goldberg. He correctly notes that China 
has long had five-year plans. Under the old 
one, “China killed tens of millions of its 
own people and remained mired in pover- 
ty. What made China rich wasn’t planning, 
it was the decision to switch to markets 
(albeit corrupt ones). The planners were 
merely in charge of distributing the wealth 
that markets created.” 

To the extent that Communist China 
works, as Goldberg put it in his column 
in the Baltimore Sun, it does so because it 
is authoritarian. “You can hit your build- 
ing quota a lot more easily when you can 
shoot inconvenient people and trample 
property rights at will. The Three Gorges 
Dam displaced more than a million people 
who were given three choices: move, jail, 
death.” 

Andy Stern, the Communist China en- 
thusiast cited above, now is at Columbia 
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stated that the United States should follow its lead. In China millions of people are forcibly relocated 
to build government projects, such as the Three Gorges Dam, imprisoned, and killed. 


University’s Richman Center. Until last 
year, he ran the SEIU. He assuredly knows 
a bit about cronyism. Figures gathered by 
the Center for Responsive Politics reveal 
that the SEIU was the largest single donor 
to the Obama election effort, at around 
$28 million. That earned Stern more trips 
to the White House in Obama’s first year 
than any other single person, a recorded 
53 times. 

The Stern message is, as he put it in 
the Wall Street Journal: America “needs 
to embrace a plan for growth and innova- 
tion, with a streamlined government as a 
partner with the private sector.” The parts 
about the government’s whip hand and the 
cost to lives and liberty apparently were 
lost in the streamlined editing process. 

The sole labor union on the Chinese 
mainland, the All-China Federation of 
Trade Unions, is run by the government. 
Andy doesn’t mention that either. (The 
Economist in the U.K. reported in 2008 
that the ACFTU is “‘a monopoly that claims 
193m members and is deeply intertwined 
with China’s government and Communist 
Party.”) The longtime labor leader clearly 
believes that all that is needed is the ap- 
propriate government-approved mandates 
to make the trains run on time and kick 
the economic engine into overdrive. He 
gripes that “it is troubling that we have no 


plan — and substitute a demonization of 
government and worship of the free mar- 
ket at a historical moment that requires a 
rethinking of both those beliefs.” 

Amid all the publicity about a booming 
Chinese economy, generally lost is the fact 
that the estimated unemployment rate in 
China is 27.1 percent, double that of the 
United States — as measured by those 
who want jobs but don’t have them as a 
percentage of the labor force, as noted in 
the most recent year for which figures are 
available. (See, among others, “U.S. vs. 
China: which economy is bigger, better?,” 
Reuters, April 15, 2011.) 

Meanwhile, the Obama administration 
has been doing all it can to reassure the 
Chinese Communists that they need not 
fear the 2,500 or so Marines that might be 
based in Australia at the end of a five-year 
period — the agreement Washington has 
made with Canberra that precipitated the 
tempest in the Chinese teapot. 

By way of perspective, consider the lat- 
est Pentagon report on China’s military 
— an annual study that is congressionally 
mandated but was belatedly released this 
year and was widely seen as being softer 
in tone than its predecessors so as not to 
offend Beijing. China always throws a 
tantrum when the study is released. The 
Defense Department did take note of Chi- 
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nese activities that have become obvious 
around the world — including the fact that 
Beijing has boosted its arsenal of long- 
range ground-launched cruise missiles. 
The number of DH-10 missiles, which 
have a range of more than 930 miles, in- 
creased from about 350 missiles the previ- 
ous year to as many as 500. 

The Chinese government, pointed out 
the report, has made claims to vast disput- 
ed areas of the South China Sea, among 
other moves that have increased regional 
tensions. What the Pentagon calls “area 
denial weapons” are on the rise in China 
— to include new DF-21D anti-ship mis- 
siles, attack submarines, advanced war- 
ships, and naval-strike aircraft, as well 
as anti-satellite missiles and lasers. It is 
widely understood that such weapons are 
meant to deny access to U.S. forces to the 
region. 

“China is fielding an array of conven- 
tionally armed ballistic missiles, mod- 
ern aircraft, [unmanned aerial vehicles], 
ground- and air-launched land-attack 
cruise missiles, special operations forces, 
and cyberwarfare capabilities to hold tar- 
gets at risk throughout the region,” the re- 
port noted. 

While China has placed up to 1,200 
ballistic missiles opposite our old allies 
on Taiwan, the United States, for its part, 
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has refused to allow Taiwan to purchase 
the weapons it believes it needs to protect 
itself properly. As was reported several 
months ago in Defense News: “Bowing to 
Chinese pressure, the U.S. will deny Tai- 
wan’s request for 66 new F-16C/D fighter 
aircraft, a Taiwan Ministry of National De- 
fense (MND) official said. ‘We are so dis- 
appointed in the United States,’ he said.” 

China continues to take quick public 
offense at the mildest U.S. moves. After 
the President visited Australia a few 
weeks ago, the State Department sent a 
top-ranking official to try to appease Bei- 
jing’s hurt feelings. London’s Financial 
Times took note of the palliative endeavor 
as follows: “The U.S. has sought to reas- 
sure China that its recent diplomatic and 
military initiatives in Asia were not di- 
rected at Beijing. ‘The U.S. does not seek 
to contain China, we do not view China as 
an adversary, said Michele Flournoy, US 
undersecretary of defence, after bilateral 
military talks.” 

The Obama administration may not 
view China as an adversary, but that 
doesn’t mean the feeling is mutual in Bei- 
jing. A clear-eyed assessment of the situa- 
tion may be found in Bowing to Beijing, a 
new book published by Regnery and writ- 
ten by Brett M. Decker and William C. 
Triplett Il. Decker is currently the editorial 


page editor for the Washington Times and 
a former Hong-Kong-based editor for the 
Wall Street Journal, Triplett is the former 
chief Republican counsel to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee. 

The authors observe that the growing 
U.S. economic dependency on China is 
a mixed blessing or curse, depending on 
one’s point of view. “With the flood of 
inexpensive products coming from China, 
American homemakers can spend less on 
most household goods, which leaves more 
income to save, invest, spend on luxury 
goods, or dedicate to children’s educa- 
tion.” 

However, they continue, the “artifi- 
cially low prices for Chinese goods cre- 
ate an unlevel playing field on which U.S. 
companies can’t compete, a situation that 
unquestionably led [an] to untold number 
of U.S. jobs being sent overseas and the 
resultant collapse of America’s manufac- 
turing base.” 

In contrast to all too many in Wash- 
ington, Beijing harbors no illusions that 
obsequiousness and weakness will bring 
“peace.” As summarized in Bowing to Bei- 
jing, the People’s Republic is “dedicated 
to asserting its strength in every realm and 
to winning on all fronts.” Accordingly, the 
United States 


is confronted with the Chinese steal- 
ing technology, ripping off patents 
and trademarks, manipulating and 
even counterfeiting U.S. currency, 
breaking trade laws, misrepresenting 
military spending, selling toxic toys 
to American kids, dispatching armies 
of foreign agents to influence U.S. 
politicians, testing U.S. resolve on 
sensitive diplomatic issues, purchas- 
ing stakes in our banks, nurturing 
U.S. commercial dependency on Chi- 
nese business, building a blue-water 
navy, expanding its nuclear arsenal, 
and hacking our computer networks. 


It is hard to imagine that Communist 
China would do much more if it were an 
adversary — or were recognized as one. 
As for Mr. Obama, he stoops to concur. 

— WILLIAM P. Hoar 
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THE !.\5 WORD 


BY Kurt WILLIAMSEN 


The Ruling Religion in Schools 


hristmas came again 
— along with the nu- 
merous lawsuits and 


public prohibitions against 
public displays of Christian- 
ity. Many agree with making 
Christianity invisible because 
the phrase “separation of 
church and state” is repeat- 
ed so often that even school 
kids can recite it with little 
prompting. 

But even aside from the fact 
that there is no such phraseol- 
ogy in the Constitution or Bill 
of Rights, that Congress has 
opened with a prayer since its 
inception, that several states 
had state religions, and that 
every state’s constitution opens with praise to God, it’s a ludi- 
crous notion: As Christianity is heaved out of the public sphere, 
other religions take its place. 

In fact, bans on public Christianity are strictly meant to elimi- 
nate Christian morals, not to adhere to the law. This should be 
obvious to anyone: While prayers are yanked from commence- 
ment ceremonies, and our Christian roots are removed from 
social studies/history classes, the Islamic religion is welcomed. 

As Janet Levy at American Thinker noted, students at Excel- 
sior Middle School in Discovery Bay, California, had to take 
Muslim names, recite Islamic prayers, and celebrate Ramadan. 
Carver Elementary in San Diego provided prayer time for Mus- 
lims, removed pork from menus, and segregated classes by gen- 
der. “The University of Michigan, a taxpayer-funded school, has 
provided separate prayer rooms and ritual foot baths, requiring 
bathroom modifications costing over $100,000, for Muslim ob- 
servances.” Also, the federal government is forcing the Berke- 
ley, Illinois, school district to adjust its time-off policy so that a 
teacher may take a pilgrimage to Mecca during the school year. 
The list goes on. 

And Islam is not even the dominant religion taught in public 
schools; “secular humanism” — which posits that humans are 
the central beings of the universe and that science, logic, and 
reason should be the basis for morality and decision making — 
takes those honors in kids’ school-day devotions. 

Yes, secular humanism is a religion! 

What is religion? It is any system of beliefs, practices, and 
ethical values underlying a code of behavior and a philosophy. 
(No, religion is not the “worship” of a supreme God; otherwise, 
Shintoism and Buddhism would not qualify as religions.) As 
part of “humanist” religious education, public schools teach that 
no family situation is inherently better than another and that 
morals are relative and should be reevaluated for each situation 
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— essentially saying there is 
no absolute right or wrong 
(teaching ethics, of a sort). 
Schools eradicate God from 
any part in creation, incul- 
cating kids with the idea that 
evolution is how all species 
came about (teaching a belief 
system), and schools preach 
a creed of “social justice” 
that espouses a reverence 
for Mother Earth, fairness 
through government redistri- 
bution, and a victim-group 
mentality (teaching and insti- 
tuting personal practices). 

In fact, U.S. courts have 
ruled that secular humanism 
is indeed a religion; they just 
somehow couldn’t find it in the schools. 

It should come as no surprise that a belief system initiated in 
schools through a reliance on illogic, falsehoods, ignorance, and 
political correctness propagates more of the same. 

Here are several of hundreds of examples: Someone who 
states in schools that homosexuality is aberrant, high-risk be- 
havior would be punished severely as a bully and a bigot for 
demeaning homosexuals’ beliefs — for making homosexuals 
feel bad about themselves — but disparaging Christian beliefs 
to Christian kids is somehow not a problem. 

Secularists insist that youth have the freedom and encourage- 
ment to experiment with sex — running a gauntlet of disease and 
possible death — but also say that government should have the 
power to regulate equally personal decisions, such as what peo- 
ple eat and drink and what medical treatments they may receive. 

And they teach that every type of family unit is equally desir- 
able despite the fact that 63 percent of youth suicides are from 
fatherless homes, as are 90 percent of all homeless and runaway 
children, 85 percent of all children that exhibit behavioral disor- 
ders, and 80 percent of rapists motivated with displaced anger. 

The children of cohabitating parents fare poorly as well, expe- 
riencing high rates of drug abuse, depression, physical and sex- 
ual abuse, and poverty, as well as dropping out of high school. 

Ironically, as with all studies, undoubtedly, at least one sci- 
entific study somewhere will completely contradict these facts, 
which were gleaned from scientific studies. So much for the 
superiority and sanctity of science. 

According to secularists, “reason” can provide societal guid- 
ance. Unfortunately without the prospect of divine retribution, 
too many find it logical and reasonable to lie and falsify to pro- 
mote their beliefs. 

When it comes to “a separation of church and state,” it might 
be nice if people practiced what they preach. 


AP Images 
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